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‘ 0 1.0 Executive Summary 

The mission of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) is “to explore and demonstrate, at 
the Rocky Flats site, the feasibility of economic conversion at DOE facilities. ” The NCPP was 
authorized by U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Secretary Hazel O’Leary in a Secretarial Action 
memorandum issued December 15, 1993, in response to a proposal submitted by Manufacturing 
Sciences Corporation (MSC) of Oak Ridge, Tennessee. The proposal challenges the DOE to 
convert its existing nuclear facilities into commercial manufacturing operations whereby DOE 
scrap metal can be recycled into products that can be used in the cleanup of DOE sites, and to do 
so using former DOE workers dislocated by defense cutbacks, The NCPP is proposed in three 
stages: Planning.. CleanupI and Recvcling, with DOE approval required before advancing from 
one stage to the next. Stage I, the 90-day Planning Stage, began on April 1, 1994, with the 
signing of a Cooperative Agreement between the DOE and MSC. This Find Technical Report 
summarizes the other 23 deliverables produced during Stage I. 

+The principal conclusion reached in Stage I is that economic conversion of DOE sites appears 
feasible and the NCPP should proceed into Stage II to complete cleanup and hrther develop and 
demonstrate the feasibility of conversion. The six criteria used to evaluate the success of Stage I 
and the planning results that respond to these criteria, are: 

Criterion 1. Work scope, costs, and schedules are sufficiently well defined to justify 
funding of Stage II. 

The scope of work is defined in the Interim MeasuresLnterim Remedial Action (Wm) 
Decision Document, which is one of the key Stage I deliverables. The major activity in the Stage 
I1 work scope is cleanup of four major manufacturing buildings previously used to produce 
depleted uranium, beryllium, and steel components at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology 
Site (RFETS) to agreed-to baseline contamination levels that would be suitable for continuing 
operations with these same metals. Also included in the Stage I1 work scope is declassification of 
scrap metal hardware remaining at WETS and verification that the process equipment is suitable 
to make a variety of products that might be produced during the recycling stage. Staffing level is 
the major cost and schedule driver. This plan proposes accomplishing the cleanup in two years. 
To do so will require 14 teams of decontamination workers, and a total of 230 workers, more 
than 200 of whom are expected to be selected from among present or prospective dislocated 
WETS workers. 

Criterion 2. Community and regulatory acceptance supports advancing to the next stage of 
the project. 

Community acceptance of the project is strong. A comprehensive public outreach effort was 
undertaken during Stage I and in the nine months preceding it. This effort involved NCPP 
attendance at dozens of meetings with interested community organizations and several public 
presentations about the NCPP, Stakeholder questions/issues were actively solicited at these 
meetings and 157 such issues were identified, carefiilly considered, and responses provided L, ,, 
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through the efforts of the NCPP organization, which consisted of a community sounding board, a 
steering committee, and six subcommittees. Support for the project was registered by local and 
state elected representatives fiom local governments around RFETS. Colorado’s largest 
newspaper The Denver Post editorially endorsed the project. More than 600 RFETS employees 
wrote letters of support to their elected representatives in Washington. At the public meeting 
summarizing the planning stage held June 15, 1994, the majority of those present supported 
proceeding into Stage 11 without delay. A minority held that additional time should be granted to 
allow more study and consequently 30-days additional public comment were provided. The 
principal feedback during that 30 day period was that the Citizen’s Advisory Board on Rocky 
Flats reached consensus that the cleanup stage should proceed. The DOE, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment (CDPHE) agreed during Stage I that a modified IM/IRA would be the mechanism to 
administer the regulatory controls required during Stage 11. Reaching this agreement was key to 
obtaining support of the regulators. Another important requirement was the assurance by DOE to 
build a new waste storage facility at WETS.  

Criterion 3. Manufacturing activities appear to be economically feasible. 

Results of a preliminary market survey show that a strong market exists for products that can be 
produced at RFETS from each of three families of metals: radioactively contaminated scrap metal 
(RSM), depleted uranium @U), and beryllium (Be). Each of these families represents a 
significant fraction of the estimated $47 million in annual sales that is forecast for the third year 
of the recycling stage. The fact that strong potential exists in three markets enhances economic 
feasibility because if one market is down another is potentially available to offset it. Products 
considered for each family include waste containers made from RSM (more than 700,000 are 
needed), radiation shielding made fiom DU, and a new family of beryllium-aluminum alloys for 
commercial applications such as computer hardware and sports equipment. Resources available 
at RFETS for recycling support economically feasible manufacturing. These include facilities that 
would cost $92 million to establish elsewhere, 29,000 tons of RSM and 80,000 pounds of Be, and 
an experienced workforce amenable to retraining. 

Criterion 4. Major project support requirements are identified and integrated with other 
site activities. 

Considerable attention was devoted during Stage I to the interface issues that exist at the RFETS 
between the NCPP; EG&G Rocky Flats Inc. (EG&G), the site Management and Operations 
(M&O) contractor; and Wackenhut Services, Inc. (WSI), the plant security contractor. Most of 
these issues were discussed and resolved through the Site Support Services Subcommittee. These 
discussions led to the establishment of a Memorandum of Agreement between the DOE, MSC, 
EG&G, and WSI covering 16 individual areas of support. This document has significance for all 
DOE economic conversion sites. 
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\ -,: 
Criterion 5. Financial and non-financial risks are known and minimized. 

The preliminary costhenefit analysis prepared during Stage I forecasts Stage II NCPP costs to be 
$38 million and the M&O costs are expected to increase by $4 million to $26 million as a res& of 
the NCPP work proceeding in the four buildings. Stage I1 benefits are $49 million, leading to a 
benefithost ratio of 1.3 to 1. M&O building maintenance costs will be reduced by $2 million 
annually as a result of the cleanup improvements even in the event that Stage III does not 
proceed. Net Stage 111 costs to the DOE are forecast to be zero, and M&O costs will be 
completely eliminated after the first year of Stage III, resulting in annual savings to DOE of $8 
million. The net benefit after three years of Stage III and five years of leased recycling is forecast 
to be $523 million, and the net cost, including a one-year M&O maintenance support cost of $6 
million, will be $72 million. This results in a benefitlcost ratio of  1.3 to 1. 

Criterion 6. Stage II has intrinsic merit. 

Regardless of whether Stage 111 of the NCPP is approved, the DOE will incur costs to 
maintain and, eventually, to clear the four buildings that the NCPP proposes cleaning for 
reuse. In 1994 dollars, the incremental cost to the DOE for proceeding with Stage I1 of the 
NCPP is estimated to be only $75 million greater than the costs that will be incurred 
eventually. For this “investment,” the NCPP offers the following benefits: 

demonstrates the IMARA administrative mechanism for cleanup prior to economic conversion 
establishes a corps of decontamination workers available for other site cleanup 
demonstrates a training procedure for converting defense workers to environmental workers 
preserves DOE credibility with the community and workers 
secures industrial investment available for DOE cleanup 
shows feasibility of economic conversion for other DOE sites 
reduces risk of environmental incidents during stand down before final cleanup 
reduces stand down cost, returning investment within 10 years 

Taken as a whole, the responses to the above six criteria provide justification for a 
recommendation to proceed into the cleanup stage of the NCPP. 
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e 2.0 Response to Criteria 

On December 15, 1993, DOE Secretary Hazel O'Leary, in response to a proposal &om MSC, 
signed a Secretarial Action Memorandum implementing the DOE, NCPP at RFETS to recycle 
DOE scrap metal for beneficial use (Grumbly, 1993). The memorandum called for the project to 
proceed in three stages with DOE decision points between each stage. Stage I is nearing 
completion and the DOE has prepared its decision criteria. Section 2.0 provides a summary 
response to these criteria, based on work done in Stage I by MSC, the NCPP contractor for 
Stages I and 11, and MSC's principal subcontractor, BNFL Inc., the United States subsidiary of 
British Nuclear Fuels plc (BNFL) of the United Kingdom (UK). 

2.1 Criterion 1. Work scope, costs, and schedules are sufficiently well defined to justify 
funding of Stage IT 

The Stage I1 work scope and costs are summarized in Table 2.1-1. and the schedule is 
summarized in Figure 2.1-1. The schedule shows Stage I1 activities beginning as originally 
planned at the start of July 1994 and continuing for two years. The quarters shown on the 
schedule refer to calendar years. Stage I work planning has shown that Stage I1 can be 
accomplished in two years for $42 million. The initial six months will involve completing the 
MORA permitting process; interviewing, hiring, and training the 200-person workforce; and 
completing the facility characterization. The remaining 18 months will be used to accomplish 
cleanup of four major metal fabrication buildings, and the equipment contained within, to 
standards defined through the IM/IRA process and regulated by cognizant authorities, including 
the CDPHE and Region VI11 of the EPA. 

e 
Cleanup is the principal activity planned for Stage 11. The cleanup approach, based on the 
experience gained in cleaning similar facilities at BNFL's Capenhurst facility in the UK, involves a 
10-step process within each of the four NCPP buildings. These steps involve an orderly 
progression of contamination removal that are intended to prevent recontamination of previously 
cleaned areas. The decontamination (decon) work will be done by eight-person teams with as 
many as five teams working in a given building at one time. Each team will consist of five decon 
workers, a decon workerlmaintenance specialist, a decon workerlcontamination control specialist, 
and a team leader. Fourteen such teams are required to accomplish the baseline scope of work 
within 18 months working on a single-shift basis. The baseline includes all of Buildings 865 and 
883; the arc furnace portion of Building 447; and the foundry, carbon shop, and major machine 
shop of Building 444. The baseline does not include the beryllium machine shop within Building 
444 nor the precision machining and tool shops in the uncontaminated perimeter of the building. 
These are candidates for future economic conversion projects. Three options to the Building 444 
baseline were also developed in the Stage I cleanup planning. Option 1 included the precision and 
tool shops. Option 2 is the baseline. Option 3 excluded the Room 101 machine shop. Any of the 
three options can be accomplished within the 18-month cleanup period by altering the number of 
decon teams deployed. Option 1 will require two additional teams and an additional $2 million. 
Option 3 will require two fewer teams and about $2 million less but will preclude a net benefit of 0 

.. A' 
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$2.3 million that could result from the resale of the surplus machine tools in Room 101. All of the 
costhenefit information within this report is based on the assumption that baseline Option 2 will 
be selected. 

A significant action included in Stage I1 is the declassification of metal components, primarily by 
melting. This wilI reduce security requirements and make available for recycling high-quality 
scrap metal with a market value estimated at $6 million. The declassification will also facilitate 
public access to the NCPP buildings, one of the objectives of the public outreach plan. MSC 
intends to dedassie beryllium by melting it in two of the furnaces in the Building 444 foundry. 
This requires erection of a temporary environmental barrier around these furnaces and cleaning 
the abandoned plating lab for use as a mold/crucibie loadunload station. A fire occurred in this 
plating lab in 1990, and its cleaning under this project will eliminate a source of potential 
environmental release. 

MSC believes that beryllium operations should be isolated from radioactive material processing 
both to avoid mixed waste and to institute the conservative contamination control philosophy 
warranted by beryllium health considerations. Accordingly, when the beryllium declassification 
work is complete, the temporary barriers in the Building 444 foundry will be removed and the 
krnaces recleaned and dedicated to depleted uranium or steel casting. All beryllium operations 
will be performed in Buildings 865 and 447. Buildings 444 and 883 will be dedicated to 
processing radioactive materials, with the exception that the beryllium machine shop in Building 
444 will be retained as-is for future economic conversion prospects. e Another significant and important action of Stage I1 is process verification. The plan is to 
demonstrate the operational capability and suitability of the equipment slated for use in Stage III 
by making prototype quantities of products that could be produced in quantity during Stage 111. 
This has the advantage of providing the NCPP resources with market contact to enable a faster 
transition into the recycling stage than would otherwise be possible. It will also serve to train 
NCPP workers in operational areas and generate nearly $1 million in sales to offset project costs. 
The MSC facilities in Oak Ridge will be used to initiate the process verification and training 
activities until such time as the NCPP facilities are available for this purpose. 
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Table 2.1-1 
Major Elements of Work Planned for Stage 11 of the NCPP and Approximate Costs for f 

- WBS 

2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

2.4 

Each Element 
Task - 

Building 865 
2.1.1 Hazards Assessment 

2.1.1.1 Pre-cleanup Survey 
2.1.1.2 Post Cleanup Survey 

2.1.2 Facility Cleanup 
2.1.3 Operational Assessment 

2.1.3.1 Declassification 
2.1.3.2 Process Verification 
2.1.3.3 Additional Equipment Assessment 

Building 883 
2.2.1 Hazards Assessment 

2.2.1.1 Pre-cleanup Survey 
2.2.1.2 Post Cleanup Survey 

2.2.2 Facility Cleanup 
2.2.3 Operational Assessment 

2.2.3.1 Declassification 
2.2.3.2 Process Vedication 
2.2.3.3 Additional Equipment Assessment 

Building 444/7 
2.3.1 Hazards Assessment 

2.3.1.1 Pre-Cleanup Survey 
2.3.1.2 Post Cleanup Survey 

2.3.2 Facility Cleanup 
2.3.3 Operational Assessment 

2.3.3.1 Declassification 
2.3.3.2 Process Verification 
2.3.3.3 Additional Equipment Assessment 

Operations Support 
2.4.1 Project Administration 

2.4.1.1 Project Management 
2.4.1.2 Office Management 
2.4.1.3 Human Resources 
2.4.1.4 Economic Conversion 
2.4.1.5 Public Outreach 
2.4.1.6 Finance 
2.4.1.7 Contract Adrmnistratioflrocurement 
2.4.1.8 Project Controls 

2.4.2.1 Quality Assurance Program 
2.4.2.2 Systems Engineering Program' 
2.4.2.3 Engineering & Maintenance Program 
2.4.2.4 Environment, Health & Safety Program 
2.4.2.5 Waste Management Program 
2.4.2.6 Training Program 
2.4.2.7 Decontamination 

2.4.2 Project Technical Support 

2.4.3 Site Support Services 

NCPP Stage I1 Total 

Estimated Cost 
(in thousands) 
$9,595 

$230 
$497 
$7,98 1 

$0 
$284 
$603 

$8,921 

$142 
$497 
$6,562 

$585 
$284 
$85 1 

310,837 

$142 
$496 
$8,336 

$763 
$337 
$763 

$8,847 

$824 
$140 
$176 
$212 
$140 
$419 
$351 
$35 1 

$351 
$212 
$1,020 
$865 
$528 
$1,924 
$983 

S38.200 
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Figure 2.1-1 
Schedule for Accomplishing the Major Work Elements of Stage II: o f  the NCPP 

! i  3 :: 1 C 
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Human resource activities are among the earliest and most important of Stage II. The NCPP 
workforce will draw from the pool of dislocated DOE defense program workers at RFETS. MSC 
intends to establish a new culture among these workers, one based on pride in participation in the 
important missions of cleanup and recycling. Teamwork will be emphasized, and job descriptions 
have been replaced by “role profiles” to emphasize the important “role” each person has as a 
member of the team. MSC has determined, as a result of detailed analyses during Stage I, a fair 
and competitive wage and benefits package for NCPP workers based on the ultimate intention 
that these workers will be manufacturing products at competitive prices in the recycling industry. 
Wages will range from $12 to $18 per hour, with an average wage of $15 per hour. The current 
average wage of WETS workers is $ I9 per hour. 

An innovative training plan has been conceived for the NCPP. It starts with modular training 
packages, prepared by the instructors, and involves “training the trainers,” who will be NCPP 
workers and not professional trainers. A specific training plan will be developed for each worker 
by comparing his or her existing qualifications to the requirements of the role to which each 
aspires. Verification that the additional skills necessary to perform the role have been achieved is 
a key part of the training. This plan is based upon a highly successful plan developed by BNFL to 
adapt to workplace changes very similar to those being experienced among DOE workers. After 
it is demonstrated within the NCPP, this pian will find wide favor among workers, contractors, 
and the DOE as a way to convert former defense program workers to environmental cleanup 
workers with benefits accruing to all parties. 

2.2 Criterion 2. Community and regulatory acceptance supports advancing to the next 
stage of the project 

2.2.1 Comunitv Acceptance 

The NCPP steering committee has contended with the task of assessing community acceptance of 
the project since the beginning of Stage I. The steering committee concluded that it would be 
erroneous to assume that a single public with a single voice exists. The steering committees task 
then was to use professional judgment in assessing the degree of public acceptance. To do this, 
the steering committee followed several paths: establishment of a public sounding board, use of 
public meetings, use of a formal issue response process to identifL key community concerns and 
formally respond to each concern, use of reading rooms to distribute printed materials, site tours, 
and representation of constituency concerns by the steering committee members themselves. The 
following sections provide the conclusions of each of these processes. 

Sounding board 

A public sounding board was established at the beginning of Stage I, to communicate public 
concerns to the steering committee and provide feedback to the steering committee with regard to 
the responses to public concerns. Organizations provided with the opportunity to participate on 
the sounding board included the American Friends Service Committee, the City of Arvada, 
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Boulder County, the City of Broomfield, Citizens Against Nuclear Disinformation in Denver, the 
Coalition of Jefferson County Chambers, the Environmental Information Network, Jefferson 
County, Jefferson Economic Council, the Rocky Flats Cleanup Coalition, RFETS employees, the 
Rocky Mountain Peace Center, the Sierra Club, the United Steelworkers of America, and the City 
of Westminster. Some of the above organizations declined participation and others did not attend 
all sounding board meetings. The sounding board met four times during Stage I and indicated the 
community issues raised were being adequately resolved. 

e 

Public Meetings 

The NCPP was a topic of discussion at six public meeting during Stage I. At the suggestion of 
one public organization, two of these meetings were dedicated exclusively to the project. At 
some of these meetings, detailed project overviews and issue status reports were presented. At a 
minimum, a table was set up and attended by steering committee representatives to receive public 
comments. Issues received at the public meetings were collected and added to a comprehensive 
list for tracking and resolution. At the final public hearing held on June 15, 1994, it appeared to 
the steering committee that elected officials, business leaders, workers, and some members of the 
general public supported a decision to proceed. However, concerns, most focusing on Stage I11 
of the project, were raised by other organizations. In response to these concerns and a desire to 
allow additional comment period, an additional 30 days were provided for submittal of written 
comments on the project. It has become clear from the discussion raised at, and subsequent to, 
the public meetings that the community would accept Stage I1 of the project. It is also clear that 
community consensus with regard to Stage III has not been reached. 

Issue Resolution Process 
‘0 

TO ensure that all concerns raised by the public and members of  the steering committee were 
resolved, a formal issue resolution process was developed. As issues were raised, the steering 
committee referred them to one of six subcommittees of technical experts from the site, 
theCDPHE, EPA, and MSC. The technical experts in these groups would then develop a 
technical response to the issue, such as presented here, and submit the response for review by the 
sounding board. Following sounding board review, the issue would then either be referred back 
to the subcommittee for rework or to the steering committee for approval. M e r  review by the 
sounding board, the issues were subsequently brought forward in public meetings and a citizen 
advisory board, The purpose of steering committee review/approval of specific issues was to 
ensure that the responses satisfactorily answered questions prior to a decision to advance to the 
second stage of the project. During this process, 157 issues were raised, all of which were 
resolved to the satisfaction of the steering committee. 

. . ,  _- 
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Distribution of Printed Materials 

To hrther enhance the communication of information with interested parties, a written status 
report was prepared and, along with copies of the cooperative agreement, was distributed to local 
reading rooms. 

Tours 

Three tours of the proposed NCPP facilities were offered to representatives of public 
organizations during Stage I (citizens’ advisory board,, sounding board, steering committee). 
These tours were usekl in allowing the invited representatives to see first hand what the project 
would entail and better form their own opinions regarding project acceptability. 

Steering Committee Constituency 

The NCPP steering committee represented a wide constituency. Meeting weekly throughout 
Stage I of the project, the steering committee knctioned as a board of directors, providing project 
direction and representing the interest of the individual organizations represented. 

The steering committee first met in mid-summer of 1993. Meetings originally centered around 
project organization and issue identification. With secretarial approval of the project in December 
1993, the steering committee developed a charter that included a goal of ensuring meaningkl 
public involvement and an intended role whereby the committee would advise the DOE of the 
desirability to proceed with the project from stage to stage. 

Originally, the steering committee consisted of more than 10 organizations, and meetings typically 
included 30 or more people. To streamline the process, steering committee membership was 
reduced to a single representative from each organization or constituency potentially impacted by 
the project. Steering committee membership included representatives from the EPA, 
CDPHE,MSC, the Governor’s Office on Business Development, theDOE, EG&G Rocky Flats, 
Inc., and the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII). A seat was also made available for the 
Citizens’ Advisory Board but was not filled. The United Steelworkers of America Local Union 
SO3 1 served on the steering committee from its inception until May 1, 1994, when it choose to 
serve on the sounding board. Each steering committee member was designated by the 
represented organization. By having stable membership, trust, consistency, and knowledge were 
maintained. 

The RFLII position represented the majority opinion of that official governmental entity charged 
with minimizing the impacts of WETS downsizing. RFLII is composed of members from the 
folIowing organizations: the Northwest Metro Chamber of Commerce; Greater Denver Chamber 
of Commerce; Broomfield Chamber of Commerce; Church Ranch Corporation; the cities of 
Arvada, Boulder, Broomfield, Golden, Lakewood, Louisville, Northglenn, Thornton, and 
Westminster; United Steelworkers of America; Jefferson Economic Council; Amada Economic 
Development Association; Broomfield Economic Development Corporation; Citizens Against 
Nuclear Information in Denver; Boulder County; Jefferson County; Public Service Company of 
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Colorado; Colorado Council on Rocky Flats; Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission; Rocky Mountain 
Peace Center; EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc.; Wackenhut Services, Inc.; and United Security Officers 
of America. 

On July 20,1994, the Steering committee voted to recommend to the DOE that the project 
advance to Stage E of the project. 

Citizens’ Advisory Board 

The CAB is charged with advising DOE and its regulators on site cleanup and consists of 
individuals from the following organizations: Arvada City Council, Westminster City Council, 
City of Broomfield, Colorado State Senate, Jefferson County, Colorado Environmental Coalition, 
Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Peace Center, National Conference of State Legislatures, Colorado 
Council on Rocky Flats, Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission, EG&G Rocky Flats, and United 
Steelworkers of America, as well as representatives from Colorado academic institutions, the 
health care industry, and local businesses. On July 7, 1994, the CAB advised the DOE that it had 
no objection to advancing to Stage I1 of the project. At the same time, it noted mixed reaction to 
Stage I11 of the project. 

In addition to the above process for assessing public acceptance, involving more than 40 different 
organizations andor constituencies, the steering committee also limited the scope of its detailed 
review to the acceptability of the second, or cleanup stage, of the project. Thus, public 
acceptance of the project at this point only refers to Stage I1 of the project with the understanding e that there will be an additional decision point and public involvement process prior to Stage 111. 

Based on the information gathered in the processes described above, the NCPP steering 
cormnitfee determined that the community generally accepts the proposal to move into Stage I1 of 
the NCPP. This determination is not intended to affect a fbture decision to advamx EO Stage 111. 

2.2.2 Regulatorv Acceptance 

This project has achieved regulatory acceptance largely because it is a model for how an 
economic conversion project can be accomplished at a Superfind site. If Stage U proceeds, the 
model will have been advanced from a concept to a reality and many “lessons learned” will be 
available to share with other DOE sites. Importantly, accomplishment of actions proposed in the 
IM/IRA Decision Document will mean that four buildings will have been cleaned to agreed 
baseline levels and this cleaning will directly contribute to the eventual site cleanup, even if the 
NCPP is canceled at that point. Performing the Stage I1 activities will also reduce the risk of 
incidents occurring while the buildings are in “stand-by” awaiting final decontamination and 
decommissioning (D&D) and, by disposing of waste now, hture increased liabilities for that 
waste will be avoided. Such cleanup will also reduce the cost of maintaining the buildings in a 
stand-by mode. 
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Major concern of regulators has been whether the waste from the NCPP will add to an already 
crowded situation at RFETS. This issue was resolved by the commitment of the DOE to build a 
new waste storage facility at the site. Construction of this facility is already under way. 

2.3 Criterion 3. Manufacturing activities appear to be economically feasible 

A core concept of the NCPP is that, by recycling three different types of DOE scrap metals: DU, 
Be and RSM, the probability is improved that a viable recycling business can be sustained. If one 
of these markets is sluggish, another may be surging and make up the slack. Thus, in the planning 
during Stage I, MSC assumed that the NCPP facility resources at RFETS would be used to 
produce products from each of these materials. 

2.3.1 Depleted Uranium 

Applications for DU products can be categorized into three major market segments: defense, 
counterweights, and shielding. The facilities at RFETS are not particularly well suited to make 
defense products, and no NCPP sales are assumed in this segment. The counterweight segment 
has utilized DU extensively in the past, but it is not a strong business area at present, and no sales 
are assumed in this area. The radiation shielding segment is the source of most DU sales forecast 
for the NCPP. The major application is the endcap shield for the multipurpose canister (TRW, 
1994). A second application is the gamma radiation shield in the spent nuclear fuel shipping cask 
slated for use with legal weight trucks (General Atomics, 1992). 

The need for a multipurpose canister results from the lack of a permanent repository for spent 
nuclear fuel. The nation’s nuclear power plants are reaching capacity for on-site storage of spent 
fuel rods and Congress has mandated that the DOE Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste 
Management (OCRWM) assume control of this material in 1998. As it prepares to meet this 
requirement, OCRWM has worked with the utilities and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to 
consider a variety of solutions to the interim storage problem. The consensus solution appears to 
be the multipurpose canister. This canister would reduce human radiation exposure by eliminating 
the exposure from spent fuel after it is placed within the canister. Spent he1 could be maintained 
in safe temporary storage at the utility site, loaded into a shipping cask, transported to a 
repository, unloaded from the shipping cask and placed within its permanent burial overpack 
container all while contained within the multipurpose canister. 

OCRWM, through a contract with TRW Environmental Services, released a request for proposal 
in June 1994 to design the multipurpose canister and build prototypes. DU is included in the 
reference design as a solid plug at the end that must have a closure weld. A radiation shield is 
needed in this location, and the use of DU reduces the thickness of shield required and therefore 
reduces the overall length and weight of the multipurpose canister. The current intention of 
OCRWM is to procure about 10,000 multi purpose canisters with the first being required in 1998 
(Nichols, 1994). Each canister would require 2,500 pounds of DU, for a total demand of about 
25 million pounds. This quantity of metai exceeds the available DOE scrap metal by more than a 
factor of two. However MSC is working with Los  Alamos National Laboratory to develop an 
inexpensive and environmentally attractive new process for producing DU metal from the DOE’S 

0 
, ./ 
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inventory of uranium hexafluoride tails. This inventory is at least 80 times larger than the 0 requirement for the multipurpose canister. This new technology should allow production of the 
canister shields at no additional cost. MSC's market forecast for the NCPP assumes a production 
price of multipurpose canisters of $12,500. This equates to $5 per pound, including a $1 per 
pound scrap metal price that must be paid for the raw material. This price is at the low end of the 
range of prices for DU products. The large volume of product required, and its relativity simple 
shape, make this price conservative but realistic. At this price, the total market for the 
multipurpose canister radiation shield is $125 million. The peak sales forecast is for sales of $10 
milIion annually, which means this market would continue for about 12 years at this rate. 

DU has been designated the gamma radiation shield for the legal weight truck shipping cask 
because its radiation attenuation performance is substantially superior to lead, the alternative 
shield material considered. In fact, the design cdculations have shown that the use of DU enables 
doubling the amount of fuel that can be carried within a single cask, which halves the number of 
road trips required, making a significant contribution to transportation risk reduction (Sanders, 
1994). This superior radiation absorption performance, and the risk of radioactively 
contaminating lead thereby producing a mixed waste, has led to a recent surge in interest in DU 
for shielding and counterweight applications where lead has previously been dominant. 

. 

MSC has already produced a half-scale version of the radiation shield in its Oak Ridge facility. 
This experience provides a basis for estimating the price that is included in the NCPP $50,000 
forecast for the full-scale shields. This price equates to approximately $25 per pound. This figure 
is substantially higher than that proposed for the multipurpose canister shield. The difference is 
due to the more complex shape of the shield for the spent fuel cask, a round-comered square, and 
the need to perform precision machining operations on it to assure good fit. 

0 
The procurement cycle for full-scale casks is somewhat uncertain as a result of the delays 
selecting a permanent repository. The NCPP forecast is that only three of the 50 such casks will 
be built by the end of the century. This is consistent with available information and is a 
sufficiently low sales figure, $1.5 million, that the deficit in the sales forecast could easily be made 
up by producing shielding for other markets. 

MSC is also forecasting DU sales of about $4 million in a new, proprietary market being 
developed in concert with three other companies. This application involves a high-volume, low- 
cost product that competes directly with an existing product in a stable market. MSC has 
developed a proprietary process for making this product and recently completed comparison tests 
with the existing product in which the DU product met its forecast performance improvement 
target. The process will make good use of the fabrication facilities available at RFETS through 
the NCPP. The forecast sales price is based on a market survey of what prospective customers 
would pay for the improved performance. The radioactivity of DU often presents a barrier to 
entry into a new market. However, for this proprietary market, the presence of DU and its 
radioactivity has been accommodated without this deleterious effect. The peak sales figure 
assumed in the NCPP forecast is 25% of the achievable level, which is in turn only 10% of the 
potential market. In other words, this is a conservative estimate that could grow significantly 
beyond forecast NCPP sales. 

0 
-_ .' 
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The 100,000 pounds of beryllium scrap metal and the facilities that could be made available at 
RFETS under the NCPP could lead to production of low-cost beryllium-aluminum alloys with 
improved properties. Recognizing this, MSC has approached Brush Wellman, Inc. of Cleveland, 
Ohio, the recognized leader in developing applications for and meeting the needs of the 
beryllium-aluminum market, to interest them in the NCPP initiative. The idea is that the Stage III 
NCPP contractor would make lower cost beryllium-aluminum products and Brush Wellman could 
market them and continue to use NCPP resources as these markets mature. Brush Wellman has 
agreed with this concept and has provided the market information on which the NCPP sales 
estimates are based. 

All of the beryllium sales forecast for the NCPP are in this newly emerging market for beryllium- 
aluminum alloy products. Applications fall in three market segments: aerospace/defense, 
consumer, and commercial, with potential to reach annual sales in excess of $400 million in the 
near fbture. Use of beryllium-aluminum alloys is expected in bicycles, high-tech sports equipment, 
electronics, disk drives in computers, automobiles, wheelchairs, etc. Many of these markets are 
price-driven and a need exists to improve manufacturing methods to reduce price. At RFETS, 
under the NCPP, potential manufacturing methods include arc-melting, investment-casting, 
centrihgal-casting, bare-rolling of sheet in an enclosed mill, coil rolling of foil, and extrusion. All 
except arc casting would be done in Building 865. Sales estimates are based upon prices for 
producing intermediate product forms of castings, sheet, foil, and extrusions and are based on an 
understanding of what prices the market will bear as well as an estimate of the cost to produce 
these products. These prices range fiom $100 to $500 per pound for a 50% beryllium-aluminum 
alloy. Forecast sales of these products reach a peak of $3 million per quarter by the end of the 
NCPP planning period. This forecast represents 34% of the available market. 

0 
2.3.3 Radioactive Scrap Metal 

Current radioactive disposal practice involves placing radioactive waste in containers that are not 
themselves radioactive and then burying these containers in an approved repository. Rather than 
disposing of RSM within such containers, the RSM could be used to initially construct the 
Containers. This would create space within these containers that would otherwise have been 
occupied by the RSM, reduce the total number of containers required, and result in a net 
reduction of the ultimate waste volume that must be disposed. As the estimated amount of RSM 
is between 1 and 3 million tons, this waste volume minimization could be very sizable. Not only 
are waste disposai costs reduced, but environmental impacts are reduced as landfilling is 
minimized 

The number of containers that will be needed to dispose of radioactive waste is variousIy 
estimated between 100,000 and 1 million. Results ofthe Stage I market analysis indicate that 
701,000 waste containers will be required. Almost half of these are needed by the nuclear power 
industry for low-level waste disposal. In its most recent budget request to Congress, the DOE 
estimated its current low-level waste disposal liability is 150,000 cubic meters, which is about 5.3 
million cubic feet (DOE, 1994). If commercial practice is followed to dispose of this waste, 

I .  - 
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including the most efficient waste compaction, the number of containers that would be used to 
contain the compacted waste wouId be 108,000. 

Stage I planning assumes that waste containers representing five of the eight possible types will be 
produced at R E T S  during the course of the NCPP. The prices assumed for these containers 
consist of two elements. One is the current market price for such containers made fiom clean 
metals, based on information obtained from procurement of such containers. The second is a 
credit that will flow to the Stage III contractorfor avoiding M M  burial costs. The amount of 
this credit is assumed to be $1.09 per pound. This amount is at the low end of the range 
experienced for commercial disposal of RSM and makes this an especially conservative estimate 
for at least two reasons: 

1. The June 30, 1994, closure of the Barnwell site, one of the two commercial low-level waste 
repositories, to generators who are not within the Southeast Compact and 

2. The concurrent announcement of a 30% across the board price hike (Chem Nuclear, 1994). 

It might be argued that DOE does not have to suRer this cost because disposal in its waste 
repositories at the Nevada Test Site, Hanford, andl Idaho can be accomplished at costs lower than 
those experienced by industry. Several counter arguments exist: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

The State of Nevada is reportedly pursuing legal action to prevent the DOE fiom continuing 
to bring DOE waste from throughout the complex to Nevada because of the low cost burial 
option. 
Audits show that the NTS burial costs are not inclusive of all disposal costs (MacKinney, 
1994). 
Legislation is being debated in this session of Congress to require that DOE use commercial 
metal burial costs as the method of judging waste minimization recycling alternatives (Smith, 
1 994). 
DOE is pursuing a goal of using RSM in waste containers as a normal practice by the year 
2000 (Warren, 1994). 
The Defense Nuclear Safety Board has notified the Secretary of Energy that 
operations at NTS must be brought into compliance with regulatory practices followed at 
other low-level waste repositories (DNSB, 1994). 

2.3.3.1 Low-Level Waste Containers 

These are assumed to be rectangular boxes capable of containing 100 cubic feet of waste. The 
NCPP assumes production of both mild steel and stainless steel boxes with a peak quantity of 475 
such boxes per quarter. This compares to an anticipated quarterly demand for about 4,000 such 
boxes throughout the weapons complex. The demand for similar waste containers for commercial 
low-level waste disposal is also expected to be about 4,000 per quarter, resulting in an assumed 
penetration of 5% of the available market, a very iconservative estimate. The sales generated from 
this work are estimated at about $8 million annually. This is about half of the NCPP peak sales 
forecast for RSM products. 
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2.3.3.2 Plutonium Containers e 
NCPP sales are estimated for three stainless steel containertypes to contain plutonium, including: 

1. Plutonium waste containers, 5 inches in diameter by 8 inches high. The General Accounting 
Ofice conducted a study of RFETS waste and estimated that about 75,000 waste Containers 
will be needed (GAO, 1992). NCPP sales figures assume that one-thrid of this quantity will 
be produced by the NCPP at RFETS at peak sales of $5 1,000 quarterly. 

2. Plutonium metal containers, 8 inches in diameter by 12 inches high. DOE estimates that 
between 13,000 and 64,000 containers will be needed (Kerridge, 1994). NCPP sales 
assumed 20,000 would be needed and all were produced during Stage 111 for a total sales of 
$3.4 million. 

3. Plutonium pit containers, 30-gallon drum size. These would contain pits at RFETS and 
Pantex. The total quantity required is 32,000 and the NCPP sales estimates assume 11,000 
would be produced at RFETS during Stage 111. 

2.3.3.3 High-Level Waste Containers 

The DOE has need for high-quality stainless steel containers for vitrified or grouted high-level 
waste. The current estimate is that 14 million cubic feet of such waste must be disposed (DOE, 
1994) and more than 100,000 containers will be required Wzia,  1994). The sales estimate used 
for NCPP assumes that cylindrical stainless steel containers, 18 inches in diameter by 54 inches 
long will be produced at a price of $2,116 each. Peak production rates of 2,000 containers per 
year are assumed, representing only 2% of the total market and 20% of the annual market 
assuming these are required over a 1 0-year period. 
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. 
Five-Year Forecast for NCPP RSM, Depleted Uranium, and Beryllium Sales Combined 

Total Sales ($ Million). 

0 2.3.4 Sales Forecast 
Table2.3.4-1 

Sales Forecast for the NCPP 

1995 I 1996 I 1997 J 1998 I 1999 11 
Radioactive Scrap Metal (RSM) 

Depleted Uranium 

Of the three markets, beryllium is nearest to conversion into sales because it is an on going 
market. TechnoIogy improvements based on facilities available at RFETSand cost reductions 
derived from the use of DOE scrap metal as feed are the two keys to success in converting the 
forecast to sales. The depleted uranium sales depend primarily on the multipurpose canister, or 
some comparable spent fuel container, to employ DU as the radiation shield. The key to 
achieving the forecast sales in the RSM market will be to couple the cost avoidance with the sales 
price for waste containers. In the commercial marketplace, this is done by companies that can 
accept the RSM for a fee in exchange for agreeing to dispose of it and then convert the RSM to 
product that is sold in the marketplace at prices competitive with containers made from virgin 
metal. For the forecast NCPP sales to occur, the DOE must reach some similar accommodation 
to compensate the Stage I11 contractor with a fair value for the cost avoidance of the RSM they 
recycle. One of the benefits of the NCPP can be to assist the DOE in establishing an internal 
policy that will encourage such recycling while saving the DOE money, minimizing waste, and 
encouraging resource utilization. 

2.4 Criterion 4. Major project support requirements are identified and integrated with 
other site activities 

One of the major aspects of the NCPP fiom a national perspective is developing the procedures 
covering all aspects of the interaction between the NCPP contractor and the M&O contractor on 
the DOE site. This topic has been the subject of much analysis and discussion that has culminated 
in the signing of the Site Support Services Memorandum of Agreement, WBS 1.3.6, by DOE, 
EG&G, MSC, and WSI officials, This agreement defines responsibilities of a11 parties and the 
various interfaces that exist with respect to the NCPP. It includes designation of how services are 
to be provided, who will provide them, and who will pay which costs. The following areas of 
interaction are encompassed within the document: 0 

./ 
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Section A 
Section B 
Section C 
Section D 
Section E 
Section F 
Section G 
Section H 
Section I 
Section J 
Section K 
Section L 
Section M 
Section N 
Section 0 
Section P 

Safeguards and Security 
Utilities 
Maintenance 
Fire Protection 
Emergency Preparedness 
Procurement/Shipping of' Materials 
Management of Property 
Waste Management 
Environmental Controls 
Occurrence Reporting 
Health and Safety 
Radiation Protection 
Engineering 
Nuclear Safety 
DOE Oversight Managernent 
Miscellaneous Support Services 

One of the principal outcomes of Stage II will be affecting the change from DOE orders to normal 
regulatory controls experienced within private industry. The M&O contractor, the plant security 
contractor, and the DOE field office will be key players in defining the way to accomplish this. 

~. 

The Site Support Services Memorandum of Agreement is seen as an important first step in this 
direction. 

2.5 Criterion 5. Financial and non-financial risks are known and minimized 

A preliminary costhenefit analysis of the NCPP was completed during Stage I. An evaluation of 
the analysis enables a discussion of the risks to the DOE, both financial and non-financial. These 
are summarized inTable 2.5-1, for three possible outcomes, as follows: 

1. The NCPP is terminated now without proceeding inkto cleanup, Stage 11. 
2. The NCPP is terminated after Stage I1 without proceeding into recycling, Stage 111. 
3. The NCPP proceeds through Stage I11 and a five-year recycling lease period. 

For each option, the tangible and intangible effects are assessed for time periods two years, five 
years, and 10 years hence. 

The NCPP costs to the DOE contained in Line 1 of Table 2.5-1 are those determined for the 
scope of work discussed in criterion 1 above. For Option 1, termination, there is no NCPP cost; 
for Option 2, Stage I1 only, there is a $38 million cost; and for Option 3, the cost is also $38 
million because there are no additional net costs to the DOE for proceeding with Stage 111. 

The M&O costs shown in the second line were provided by EG&G. These are the costs for 
maintaining the buildings in a safe state. These costs are experienced annually and will continue 
regardless of whether or not the NCPP proceeds. If the NCPP does not proceed, the costs after 

e 
. .: 4' 
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10 years are seen to have reached a cumulative total of $96 million. If NCPP proceeds into Stage 
11, the M&O costs for these two years will be about $4 million higher to support NCPP increased 
building support needs, which are specified in the site services agreement. If the NCPP is 
terminated after Stage 11, the cleanup improvements made during Stage 11 reduce the annual 
maintenance cost such that after 10 years the total cost to the DOE is $88 million, a $8 million 
reduction compared to the NCPP being canceled now. If the the NCPP proceeds into Stage III 
and the five year recycling period, the Stage 111 contractor will assume all building costs after the 
first year of Stage I11 with the result that the M&O costs in IO years will have reached only $38 
million, a fbrther $50 million reduction. 

The net cost to the DOE is shown in the third line and is the sum of the NCPP and M&O costs. 
The benefit received by the DOE for these costs is listed next. It is assumed that the DOE 
receives a benefit at least equal to the cost by way of the services returned, as shown in the case 
of the NCPP being canceled. However if the NCPP proceeds, benefits in excess of cost begin to 
accumulate, as shown on the next line. In the case of Stage I1 only, the benefit is $7 million and 
results from the declassification of scrap metal making it suitable for sale and from the 
decontamination of equipment and scrap metal. In the case where the NCPP proceeds through 
Stage I11 and into the lease period, the DOE realizes a net benefit of $52 million fiom lease 
payments and scrap metal sales. 

In addition to DOE benefits, significant local economic benefits occur if NCPP proceeds. These 
are summarized in line 6 of Table 2.5-1 and combined with the DOE benefits in line 7 to show the 
net benefit impact of NCPP. These benefit values are based on the salaries of NCPP and M&O 
employees, using a 2.5 multiplier, which is conservative for the Denver area (University of 
Colorado, Denver, 1989). In 10 years, the benefits range fiom a negative of $228 million if the 
NCPP does not occur to a positive of $523 million if it proceeds to completion. The net DOE 
cost that created this $523 million benefit is $72 million (line 3, year 10, Option 3); therefore, the 
benefitkost ratio is forecast to be 5231’72 or about 7.3 to 1. 

, - .  . . ,. . 
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The employment consequences of the options are also presented in Table 2.5-1. The data for 
secondary job formations are representative of Denver area statistics (Heaton, 1994). Proceeding 
though Stage I1 will lead to 1,072 jobs in 10 years, 462 direct and 6 10 secondary. 

The intangible benefits of the three options are also contrasted in Table 2.5-1. In the event the 
NCPP is canceled, the risk of adverse reaction among the various interested parties is quite high, 
as summarized befow: 

Employees. More than 600 employees wrote personal letters to their elected representatives 
urging enactment of the NCPP. Now that employees believe feasibility has been shown, 
cancellation will taint the DOE as not supporting viable re-employment options. 
Local Community. A strong consensus exists that the NCPP is a good project for the DOE to 
support. It is well understood by the informed WETS interest groups, and Stage 11 is 
supported by all of them. 
Redators.  The CDPHE and EPA have invested a great deal of resources into Stage I and 
support moving into Stage 11. This contribution of effort was made only after receiving 
assurances from the DOE that funding would not prevent the project from advancing if it 
receives the wide support it has been given. 
State Government. The view exists that if the DOE funds any economic development 
activity and does not fund the national pilot project, this could only be viewed as an affront to 
Colorado and will inevitably damage already tenuous relations between the state and DOE. 
Congress. The NCPP is seen by Congress as the DOE’S response to language in the 1994 
defense authorization bill stipulating that one or more pilot projects be established. Failure to 
proceed with this pilot could precipitate strong Congressional criticism. 0 

Another risk of the termination now is that the present state of the buildings will accelerate 
deterioration and increase the risk of future environmental or employee exposure problems. Also, 
by failing to dispose of waste now, a financial liability is postponed to a time when waste disposal 
rates are fikefy to be much higher. Furthermore, resources which, if installed new today, would be 
valued at $92 million are kept idle until they are disposed of, creating several hundred thousand 
cubic feet of waste instead of reusing a valuable resource. There is a chance that ifthese 
facilities remain open and efsectively used, that the uses will pay for waste management and 
some or most of the facility cleanup costs. 

Option 2, proceeding into Stage 11, counters many of the negative consequences of termination of 
the NCPP now. Employee reaction will be favorable because the DOE will be seen as having 
created opportunity for re-employment. The local community will be pleased to see progress on 
cleanup. The regulators will also be pleased with the cleanup progress and the experience with 
the IM/IRA mechanism for regulating cleanup activities. State and federal elected representatives 
Will be pleased that the DOE took this step toward reducing the economic impact of the defense 
cutbacks. 

Proceeding into Stage III will krther enhance the favorable reactions and create the opportunity 0 for resource recovery not only at WETS but at all similar DOE sites. 
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In Figure 2.5-1, Costmenefit for NCPP Options, the costhenefit data from Table 2.5-1 are 
plotted for a IO-year period to show the economic impacts of the options graphically. A 
description of each of the four graphs contained within the figure is provided below. 

r. 
Total DOE Cost. The solid line in this graph shows that even if the DOE chooses to stop the 
NCPP now, the cumulative cost for maintaining the four buildings in a safe condition, which the 
DOE must incur regardless, will reach about $100 miIIion in 10 years. The dashed line shows the 
total DOE cost for the case where Stage I1 cleanup is funded but the project is terminated before 
any recycling is done. This is the most expensive option because it shows the additive effect of 
the NCPP costs and the building maintenance costs. The difference between this option and the 
terminate-now option (solid line) is about $30 million. This difference is $12 million Iess than the 
$42 million requested to fimd Stage 11, because the cleanup reduces the cost of maintaining the 
buildings. In the event that the NCPP proceeds and a five year lease period occurs (Option 3, the 
dotted line), the total DOE cost after 10 years will be about $70 million. This is nearly $30 
million less than the DOE must expend if the NCPP is terminated now and is a nearly $60 million 
savings compared to the cleanup-only option. The reasons for these savings are that the Stage I11 
operator will assume responsibility for building maintenance costs during the lease period and will 
also make lease and scrap metal payments to the DOE. The point marked “A” in the graph shows 
that in about seven years the total cost for the NCPP will equal the cost the DOE must expend on 
the NCPP buildings regardless of whether the NCPP proceeds. 

DOE Benefit. A basic assumption pertinent to this graph is that the service provided is assumed 
to have a benefit value equal to the cost of the service. Thus, the solid line reflects that the 
benefits DOE derives from maintaining the buildings in a safe condition are the same as the costs 
from the previous graph, about $100 million in 10 years. The dashed line includes both credits for 
maintaining safe buildings and credits for the NCPP services provided. It also includes $7 million 
in credit for the market value of declassified scrap metal and decontaminated equipment that will 
result from Stage I1 activities. The dotted line includes credits for providing building maintenance 
lease, and scrap metal payments, and NCPP services provided. 

Net DOE Benefit. This graph shows the net difference between total DOE costs and DOE 
benefits for each option. The solid line is along the bottom of the graph, reflecting the fact that for 
the termination-now option the benefits equal the costs at all times, by definition; therefore, the 
difference between them is always zero. The dashed line shows the net benefit to the DOE for 
Stage 11 is $7 million, as explained above, and the fact that this line is horizontal indicates that no 
additional benefits accrue over time. However, the straight line projection does not portray the 
“hidden” benefit of an annual $2 million reduction in maintenance costs as a result of cleanup 
improvements . 

The most important point to be drawn from this graph is that option 3 shows significant, 
constantly rising tangible net benefit to the DOE if the NCPP proceeds through Stage I11 and into 
the leasing period, resulting from annual lease and scrap metal payments and avoidance of 
building maintenance costs. 

0 Net Economic Benefit. This graph combines the net DOE benefit with the effect on the local 
i economy as a result of the multiplier effect of the wages of the workers who provide the services 
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reflected in the previous graphs. The solid line is near zero initially and decreases over time, 
indicating a negative economic benefit @e., a cost). This means that the positive benefit fiom the 
continued building maintenance activities is outweighed by the negative economic impact fiom the 
loss of the opportunity for the NCPP work. The dashed line shows a positive net impact for the 
two years when the NCPP is under way, but the loss of this work after Stage I1 causes a reversal 
such that after about five years no economic gain occurs. The dotted line shows the strong 
positive effect of the NCPP proceeding into the lease stage, reaching over $450 million in 10 
years. 

In summary, the following key points are reflected in the graphs of Figure 2.5-1, Cost/Benefit for 
NCPP Options: 

1. The DOE must incur costs to maintain the four NCPP buildings, regardless of whether the 
NCPP proceeds. 

2. If the NCPP proceeds into the five year lease phase, the total cost the DOE will have 
expended after seven years will be the same as it would have expended even if the NCPP had 
not been accomplished (ie., at this point, NCPP will have cost the DOE nothing). 

3. In 10 years, the DOE will receive net benefits from the NCPP totaling about $50 million and 
annual lease and scrap metal payments as well as avoidance of building maintenance costs 

- <  

could continue for some time beyond this, depending on long-term site plans for RFETS. 

4. If the NCPP proceeds into Stage I1 but not into Stage Ill, the DOE will still realize a net 
benefit of $7 million. 

5. In 10 years, the result of the $42 million NCPP investment decision will be: 
(a) a cost of $200 million if the investment is declined or 
(b) a benefit of $500 million if the investment is pursued. 
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Figure 2.5-1 
CostBenefit for NCPP Options 
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,e 2.6 Criterion 6. Stage 11 has intrinsic merit 

An analysis of the plans prepared during Stage I leads to the conclusion that there is substantial 
intrinsic merit in proceeding with Stage II even in the event that Stage III does not proceed. 
Some of the key points that lead to this conclusion are listed below: 

1. Cost profiles show the $42 million investment will, in two years, result in a net benefit to DOE 
of $7 million and a total economic benefit of $96 million (refer to Figure 2.5-1). 

2. Waste reduction occurs now rather than later when costs will be higher; about 45,000 cubic 
feet of low-level waste will be disposed and 25,000 cubic feet of low-level mixed waste will be 
prepared for disposal. 

3. DOE will demonstrate tangible progress in cleanup of significant facilities at RFETS and do so 
rapidly and cost effectively. 

4. Cleanup standards proposed are reasonable and success in negotiating and meeting them will 
have applicability elsewhere in the DOE cleanup. 

5. In the event Stage III does not proceed, the cleaned buildings will be available for alternate 
use. 

6. A method to translate regulations into industrial practice will be demonstrated. 
7. Cleanup methods and technologies will be demonstrated and the project can be used to 

demonstrate new cleanup technologies in a relatively benign environment. 
8. Health and safety procedures can be demonstrated in areas of relatively low risk prior to 

decontamination and decommissioning at higher risk sites. 
9. An innovative training program for converting former defense program workers into 

environmental cleanup workers will have been designed and implemented. 
10. The training modules may be exported to other DOE sites. 
1 1. A trained cleanup workforce will have been created and may be available for other site 

12. DOE credibility with an involved local community will be retained and improved. 
13. A clear message will be sent that DOE is willing to invite industry to use its sites in the 

14. The IM/IRA mechanism for cleanup of buildings on a DOE Superfund site will have been 

15. An effective partnership with stakeholers, public, regulators, industry, and local and state 

16. Good faith will have been kept with the workforce in providing new, meaningfbl training and 

17. Results may help on the implementation of decontamination and decommissioning plans 

18. Congressional direction to establish a pilot project will have been met. 
19. Reduced security and building maintenance costs will repay incremental Stage I1 costs within 

20. Buildings will be placed in a safer condition for standby, reducing risks to the environment 

2 1. Cleanup now is consistent with As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) considerations. 

cleanup needs. 

decontamination and decommissioning effort. 

tested, thereby improving interaction with regulatory authorities. 

government will be demonstrated. 

employment opportunities. 

elsewhere at RFETS and at other DOE sites. 

10 years. 

and exposures to the workforce and the public. 
1-1 0 
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' 0 3.0 Summary and Results of Stage I Activities 

Shortly after the start of Stage I of the NCPP, MSC prepared a work plan that identified the work 
breakdown structure and deliverables to be prepared during Stage I. Amplifying the requirements 
of the Cooperative Agreement between MSC and the DOE, the plan served as the guiding 
document the conduct of work, provided for interim deliverables to ensure timely work progress, 
and allowed for multiple review and concurrence of technical approaches before sequential work 
continued. 

Twenty-four delivecables were required by the project work plan. Table 3.0- 1 illustrates the 
relationship between the deliverables and the decision criterion described in Section 1 .O. 
Deliverables that support resolution of each criteria are identified in the table in ranking order of 
relative importance. Deliverables flagged with a number 'I 1 for example, had greater 
contribution to resolution of the criteria than a deliverable flagged with a number "2," and so on. 

The following discussion provides a description of each deliverable, such that the reader may 
understand the interit of that deliverable, its content, and issues of significance to the DOE andor 
a decision to procee:d to Stage 11. 
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Table 3.0-1 
Relationship of Deliverables to Criteria 

I I  

I- 

I 

C 
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e 3.1 WBS 1.1.1 - 1 Meeting Minutes Report 

The Meeting Minutes Report summarizes the work performed by each NCPP management 
organization, including the steering committee, sounding board, and the six technical 
subcommittees: human resources, site support, environmental restoration, waste management, 
public outreach, and business plan. 

The intent of this report is to ensure fill public disclosure of the processes used, items of 
significant discussion, and conclusions reached by the NCPP management team. Complete 
minutes were kept of each steering committee and sounding board meeting. Minutes from each of 
the technical subcommittees were optional, given that the intent of each subcommittee was to 
identifjr and formally respond to each technical, legal, administrative, and institutional issue raised 
to the steering committee. Results of the issue resolution process are published in the Issue 
Resolution Report, WBS 1.1.2.1-1, and discussed under that W B S  description. 

The minutes of the steering committee and sounding board are considered to be usefbl to other 
sites contemplating the NCPP management structure and are interesting in monitoring the 
evolution of consensus buiIding within the steering committee and the sounding board. For 
exampfe, the steering committee was in a low state of consensus until the DOE committed to the 
preparation of an IM/IRA to regulate Stage I1 activities and then formalized its intent to build a 
waste management storage facility. When these commitments were made, the group moved to a 
high state of consensus and were able to quickly resolve all fiture issues by a consensus approach. 

Also noteworthy is the level of stakeholder and community support and involvement in Stage I 
activities. It is estimated that the contribution of NCPP committee members and other 
stakeholders during Stage I exceeds 10,000 hours. The hours expended indicate several things. 
First, it conveys the Ievei of interest the community has in economic development at the WETS. 
Second, it represents a considerable investment of stakeholder resources. Finally, it 
communicates that the Stage I public involvement process was very expansive and expensive in 
terms of level of effort required. The steering committee will hrther evaluate the public 
involvement process to be used during Stage I1 to ensure considerate use of stakeholder 
assistance, as described in Section 3.17. 

3.2 WBS 1.1.1 - 2 Work Plan, Budget, Progress Report (AKA Project Management 
Summary Report) 

This report documents the method to complete Stage I activities, including the Stage I WBS and 
budget and reports costs against the original budget. MSC was required to submit progress 
reports to assist the DOE in monitoring project progress. All deliverables were completed on 
time and under budget. 

Because of the large number of highly detailed technical reports, some complications occurred. 
First, the reviewing DOE officials had difficulty in responding to the volume o f  material prepared. 
Second, incorporation of review comments on documents sequentially prepared caused confbsion 
when subsequent deliverables were submitted before changes to the first in a series were 

0 
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completed. As a result of these problems, the number of Stage 11 deliverables will be reduced, 0 with opportunity for revisions provided when deliverables are sequential in nature. 

3.3 WBS 1.1.2 - 1 Issue Resolution Report 

One of the major woik efforts of Stage I was the preparation of the Issue Resolution Report. 
This report, basically a compifation of resolutions to 157 potential impediments to and/or 
concerns regarding economic conversion, is significant in two ways. First, it represents a 
cooperative process between MSC, the DOE, the RFLII, Initiative, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc., the 
CDPHE, the EPA, and Wackenhut Services, Inc., to jointly resolve issues raised by themselves 
and the community. Each issue was resolved by consensus of the subcommittee participants and 
referred for approval to the steering committee. In turn, the steering committee requested review 
and comment by the community sounding board and held public meetings. Flexibility of the 
steering committee in responding to public comments was demonstrated, in part, by a 30-day 
extension to a formai comment period at the end of Stage I. The community sounding board, 
organized to advise the steering committee on the adequacy of issue responses, indicated 
satisfaction with the process used. After review of issue responses by the sounding board, the 
steering committee either directed revision of responses by the various subcommittees or 
approved the responses via a consensus approach. 

The second item of significance with respect to the Issue Resolution Report is in the applicability 
of responses to other DOE facilities concerned with economic conversion activities. The Issue 
Resolution Report should assist other sites in identifjling issues potentially impeding economic 
development activities at their sites, and provid those sites with accepted resolution to those 
potential impediments, 

Although each of the issues were important, the following synopses highlight, by technical 
subcommittee, results that appear to be of significance to the rest of the DOE. Appendix 7.0. 
contains a complete listing of issues. 

3.3.1 Environmental Restoration 

The most significant issues with regard to environmental restoration centered on a concern that 
the NCPP activities would interfere with planned or fbture environmental restoration activities. 
Although none of the NCPP buildings was slated for restoration under the current Interagency 
Agreement (IAG), concern remained that the project would somehow interfere with restoration 
activities 0; knding thereof. Related to this was a concern that a mechanism for regulated NCPP 
cleanup activities be agreed upon. 

To resolve these concerns, several actions were taken. First, the NCPP steering committee made 
it clear to the DOE that the community would oppose any redirection of plant cleanup funds for 
NCPP activities. DOE agreed that it would not use plant cleanup finds for the NCPP. Second, 
the cooperative agreement for the NCPP clearly articulated the priority of any environmental 
restoration activity over NCPP work. FinaIly DOE agreed to allow CDPHE and EPA to regulate 
cleanup activities under a Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) IM/IRA. This agreement was based on the condition that the NCPP milestones 

..-A, 

NCPP - Stage I Revtsion 1 Page 30 
October31, 1994 Final Technical Report 



National Conversion Pilot Project Final Technical Report Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

would not be penalizable under the IAG, that the project not be considered decontamination and 
decommissioning, and similar terms intended to restrict enforcement liabilities and application as a 
regulatory precedent. By regulating NCPP activities under the IM/IRA, an established mechanism 
could be used to regulate NCPP activities and serve as the principal Stage 11 work plan, 
eliminating planning document redundancy. Also, the regulators could be assured of their ability 
to prevent interference with restoration activities and assure the public of independent project 
oversight. Detailed discussions of the contents of IM/IRA and supporting documents are 
provided in Sections 3.8 through 3.15. 

Another issue of significance was that of cleanup standards. Recognizing that the NCPP buildings 
were to be used for fbture manufacturing using beryllium and depleted uranium, the DOE and 
MSC became concerned that the cleanup standards be compatible with the intended reuse. The 
steering committee reached general consensus that the cleanup standards be appropriate with 
industrial use. This focused cleanup standards on industry workplace health and safety standards 
and cleanup technologies un preventing the spread of contamination. 

Similarly, lengthy discussion focused on the legality of leasing property to a private contractor on 
a Supefind site. Both the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) and 
the Hall Amendment to the 1994 Defense Authorization Bill provide answers to this question. In 
summary, DOE can lease property to a private operator if the state and EPA concur that the 
property is clean enough to safely conduct the proposed activity. In the case of the NCPP, when 
the cleanup is completed under the IMmtq the state and EPA will agree that the property is 
suitable for leasing. 

3.3.2 Human Resources 

Issues categorized as relating to human resources focus on the retention/ re-employment of 
existing and former RFETS workers and retraining programs. In summary, the NCPP participant 
will be expected to employ as many qualified former WETS workers as possible. Current 
estimates call for approximately 200 workers in Stage I and 450 workers in Stage n. Retraining 
will be a significant part of initial Stage 11 work. Discussions regarding human resources issues 
indicated a strong preference for hiring current or former WETS workers as opposed to bringing 
in new personnel fiom elsewhere. This preference, expressed by community and activist 
organizations alike, can be considered significant given the controversy surrounding the plant in 
recent years. 

3.3.3 Waste Management 

Concerns regarding waste management focused on three main areas: suitability of the NCPP 
buildings for waste storage; responsibilities of waste characterization, storage, treatment and 
disposal; and integration with site waste management activities. 

Initial CDPHE reaction to the NCPP was mixed, with concerns expressed that the buildings may 
be needed to help the plant cope with a serious waste storage problem. In response to this 
concern, a Building Alternate Use Study was prepared by EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. to evaluate 
the utility of the NCPP, and other buildings, for waste management activities. The report 

NCPP - Stage I Revision 1 Page 3 1 
October 3 I ,  1994 Final Technical Report 



National Convesion Pilot Project Final Technical Report Maoufacbring Scimces Corporation 

concluded that the NCPP buildings were not, in general, well suited for waste management 
activities. A commitment by the DOE to construct the Centralized Waste Storage Facility 
resolved remaining concerns regarding waste storage. 

@ 
Responsibilities for waste characterization, storage, transportation, and disposal were articulated 
in the Site Support Services Memorandum of Agreement between MSC, DOE, EG&G, and WSI. 
In summary, MSC will be responsible for the characterization of waste generated in Stage II. 
MSC will also be responsible for the management of low-level mixed waste during Stage I1 &om 
NCPP activities, with DOE-RFFO retaining ownership. The M&O contractor will be responsible 
for disposing of low-level waste generated during Stage II. During Stage ID and beyond, the 
lease would be fblly responsible for all waste management functions. 

Further integration with site waste management activities was accomplished through MSC 
calculation of waste generation estimates (described in Section 3.16) and inclusion of those 
estimates by EG&G in the plant Comprehensive Waste Management Plan. 

3.3.4 Business Plan 

Most of the issues resolved by the business plan subcommittee centered on concerns about the 
proposed Stage III product lines, concerns about the importation of RSM, beryllium and depleted 
uranium, and the economic viability of the project. Detailed discussions of issues surrounding the 
economic viability of the project were referred to the Market Analysis and CosUBenefit Reports, 
both of which indicate the economic viability of the NCPP. Sections 3.22 and 3.23 of this 0 document provide detailed information on the content of these reports. 

Based on the comments received, it appears that the importation and processing of RSM, 
beryllium, and depleted uranium is a significant concern to some members of the public. To 
respond to this, the steering committee attempted three approaches. First, projections of product 
generation and scrap material importation rates were provided, assuming Stage I1 and eventually 
Stage I11 were approved, and assuming the initial proposal brought forth by MSC was adopted, 
Second, the steering committee cleariy articuiated in its recommendation to the DOE that Stage I1 
of the project should be adopted and was limited to Stage 11. Consistent with the secretarial 
authorization memorandum for the project, discussions with the community would continue, and 
an eventual decision to proceed would not conflict with community desires. Finally, the steering 
committee developed a solicitation strategy that would invite industry to advise the DOE of 
interest in different manufacturing scenarios, including those without importation and/or use of 
beryllium and depleted uranium. Based on industry response, realistic alternatives for 
manufacturing could be brought to the public for meaningfbl discussions and initiation of National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) activities (refer to Section 3.17 for a fbrther description of this 
process). 

..-- 
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3.3.5 Public Outreach .e 
Issues referred to the public outreach subcommittee focused mainly on the adequacy of public 
involvement processes and determining whether or not the public supports the project. The DOE 
and the NCPP steering committee both committed to the community that the project would not 
proceed without community acceptance. 

The NCPP Steering Committee has contended with the task of assessing community acceptance 
of the project since the beginning of Stage I. The steering committee concluded that it would be 
erroneous to assume that a single public with a single voice exists. The steering committees task 
then, was one using best professionai judgment to assess the degree of public acceptance. To do 
this, the steering committee followed several paths: establishment of a public sounding board, use 
of public meetings, use of a formal issue response process to identify key community concerns 
and formally respond to each concern, use of reading rooms to distribute printed materials, site 
tours, and representation of constituency concerns by the steering committee members 
themselves. The following discussion provides the conclusions of each of these processes. 

3.3.5.1 Sounding board 

A public sounding board was established at the beginning of Stage I for the purpose of 
communicating public concerns to the steering committee and providing feedback to the steering 
committee with regard to the sufficiency of responses to public concerns. Organizations provided 
with the opportunity to participate on the sounding board included the American Friends Service 
Committee, the City of Arvada, Boulder County, the City of Broomfield, Citizens Against 
Nuclear Disinformation in Denver, the Coalition of Jefferson County Chambers, the 
Environmental Information Network, Jefferson County, Jefferson Economic Council, the Rocky 
Flats Cleanup Coalition, a WETS employee, the Rocky Mountain Peace Center, the Sierra Club, 
the United Steelworkers of America, and the City of Westminster. Some of the above 
organizations declined participation and others did not attend all sounding board meetings. The 
sounding board met four times during Stage I and indicated that the community issues raised were 
being adequately resolved. 

3.3.5.2 Public Meetings 

The NCPP was a topic of discussion at six public meeting during Stage I. At the suggestion of 
one public organization, two of these meetings were dedicated exclusively to the project. At 
some of these meetings, detailed project overviews and issue status reports were presented. At a 
minimum, steering committee representatives were available to receive public comment. Issues 
received at the public meetings were collected and added to a comprehensive list for tracking and 
resolution. At the final public hearing held on June 15, 1994, it appeared to the steering 
committee that elected officials, business leaders, workers, and some members of the general 
public supported a decision to proceed. However, concerns, most focusing on Stage 111 of the 
project, were raised by other organizations. In response to these concerns and a desire to allow 
additional comment period, an additional 30 days were provided for submittal of written 
comments on the project. It has become clear fiom the discussion raised at, and subsequent to, 
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the public meetings that the community would accept Stage I1 of the project. It is also clear that 
community consensus with regard to Stage 111 has not been reached. 

3.3.5.3 Issue Resolution Process 

To ensure that all concerns raised by the public and members of the steering committee 
themselves were resolved, a formal issue resolution process was developed. As issues were 
raised, the steering committee referred them to one of six subcommittees of technical experts 
from the plant, the CDPHE, the EPA, and MSC. The technical experts in these groups would 
then develop a technical response to the issue, such as presented here, and submit the response for 
review by the sounding board. Following sounding board review, the issue would then either be 
referred back to the subcommittee for rework or to the steering committee for approval. After 
review by the sounding board, the issues were subsequently bought forward in public meetings 
and a Citizens' Advisory Board. The purpose of steering committee review/approval of specific 
issues was to assure the responses satisfactorily answered questions prior to a decision to advance 
to the second stage of the project. During this process, 157 issues were raised, all of which were 
resolved to the satisfaction of the steering committee. 

3.3.5.4 Distribution of Printed Materials 

To hrther enhance the communication of information with interested parties, a written status 
report was prepared and, along with copies of the cooperative agreement, was distributed to local 
reading rooms. 

3.3.5.5 Tours 

Three tours of the NCPP facilities were offered to representatives of public organizations during 
Stage I (CAB, sounding board, steering committee). These tours were usefil in allowing the 
invited representatives to see firsthand what the project would entail and better form their own 
opinions regarding project acceptability. 

3.3.5.6 Steering Committee Constituency 

The NCPP steering committee itself represented a wide constituency. Meeting weekly 
throughout Stage I of the project, the steering committee finctioned as a board of directors, 
providing project direction and representing the interest of the individual organizations. 

The steering committee first met in mid-summer of 1993. Meetings originally focused on project 
organization and issue identification. With secretarial approval of the project in December 1993, 
the steering committee developed a charter that included a goal of ensuring meaningfbl public 
involvement and an intended role whereby the committee would advise the DOE of the 
desirability to proceed with the project from stage to stage. Originally, the steering committee 
consisted of more than 10 organizations and meetings typically included 30 or more people. To 
streamline the process, steering committee membership was reduced to a single representative 
from each organization or constituency potentially impacted by the project. Steering committee 
membership included representatives from the EPA, CDPHE, MSC the Governor's Office on 
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Business Development, the DOE, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc., and the RFLII. A seat was also made 
available for the CAB, but was not filled. The United Steelworkers of America Local Union 803 1 
served on the steering committee from its inception until May 1, 1994, when it chose to serve on 
the sounding board. Each steering committee member was designated by the represented 
organization. By having stable membership, trust, consistency, and knowledge were maintained. 

The RFLII position represented the majority opinion of that official governmental entity, charged 
with minimizing the impacts of RFETS downsizing. RFLII is composed of members fiom the 
following organizations: the Northwest Metro Chamber of Commerce; Greater Denver Chamber 
of Commerce; BroomfieId Chamber of Commerce; Church Ranch Corporation; the cities of 
Arvada, Boulder, Broomfield, Golden, Lakewood, Louisville, Northglenn, Thornton, and 
Westminster; United Steelworkers of America; Jefferson Economic Council; Arvada Economic 
Development Association; Broomfield Economic Development Corporation; Citizens Against 
Nuclear Information in Denver; Boulder County; Jefferson County; Public Service of Colorado; 
Colorado Council on Rocky Flats; Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission; Rocky Mountain Peace 
Center; EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc.; Wackenhut Services, Inc.; and United Security Officers of 
America. 

On July 20,1994, the steering committee voted to recommend to the DOE that the project 
advance to Stage II of the project. 

3.3.5.7 Rocky Flats Citizens’ Advisory Board 

The CAB is charged with advising DOE and its regulators on site cleanup and consists of 
individuals from the following organizations: Arvada City Council, Westminster City Council, 
City of Broomfield, Colorado State Senate, Jefferson County, Colorado Environmental Coalition, 
Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Peace Center, National Conference of State Legislatures, Colorado 
Council on Rocky Flats, Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission, EG&G Rocky Flats, and United 
Steelworkers of America, as well as representatives from Colorado academic institutions, the 
health care industry, and local businesses. On July 7, 1994, the CAB advised the DOE it had no 
objection to advancing to Stage I1 of the project. At the same time, it noted m i x d  reaction to 
Stage 111 of the project. 

In addition to the above process for assessing public acceptance, involving more than 40 different 
organizations and/or constituencies, the steering committee also limited the scope of its detailed 
review to the acceptability of the second, or cleanup stage, of the project. Thus, public 
acceptance of the project at this point only refers to Stage I1 of the project, with the 
understanding that there will be an additional decision point and public involvement process prior 
to Stage 111. 

Based on the information gathered in the above described processes, the NCPP steering 
committee determined that the community generally accepts the proposal to move into Stage I1 of 
the NCPP. This determination is not intended to affect a fbture decision to advance to Stage 111. 

Although the public involvement process employed above was ambitious and successfbl in helping 
the community reach consensus to proceed to Stage I1 of the project, it is clear that a few 
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community elements felt estranged from the process. The cause of this estrangement is unclear, 
but may be the result of inherent community tensions, distrust of the DOE in general, and 
philosophical bias against the Stage III proposed action. 

Clearly a major cause of dissatisfaction expressed was the rapid rate at which Stage I progressed; 
initially 90 days were allotted to idente and resolve 157 issues, prepare 24 technical reports, 
present information at eight public meetings, and conduct 12 steering committee and four 
sounding board meetings. Simply put, the steering committee and community were overwhelmed 
by the pace of work and some questioned the need for working so fast. The pace of work in 
Stage I also required that the steering committee quickly establish the process for public 
involvement. Thus, a tension was created between demonstrating work could be accomplished 
better and faster and being appropriately solicitous of community concerns. The NCPP 
steering committee intends to spend more time on developing a public involvement process in 
Stage II, which will allow for more consideration of community organization roles. 

3.3.6 Site Su~port  Services 

The site support services subcommittee was assigned an assortment of issues ranging from 
environment, safety, and health compliance to integration of NCPP activities with the rest of the 
RFETS activities. 

Integration with other activities was accomplished through a formal Memorandum of Agreement 
between MSC, the DOE, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc., and Wackenhut Services, Inc. The agreement 
defines roles and responsibilities, including finding, for all areas of potential interface between the 
parties, including safeguards and security, utilities, maintenance, fire protection, emergency 
preparedness, procurement and shipping, property management, waste management, 
environmental controls, occurrence reporting, health and safety, radiation protection, engineering, 
nuclear safety, and oversight. This agreement would be useful to any facility negotiating leases or 
economic development programs. 

One specific issue of importance to economic development activities throughout the DOE 
complex is the classification of economic development or privatization project workers as either 
members of the public or as radiation or occupational workers. Worker classification is 
significant because, by moving members of the public from previously established plant 
boundaries to the core industrial area itself, assumptions and calculations prepared for emergency 
planning, Safety Assessment Reports, and Clean Air Act compliance documents may be 
invalidated, requiring millions of dollars to rework or mitigate. 

Under DOE Order 5400.4, workers involved in economic development activities would be 
considered as occupational workers. However, as economic development activities shift away 
from support of DOE missions, co-location with activities involving radioactive materials may 
require classification as members of the public under other state or federal laws. For example, in 
the state of Colorado, a member of the public is  an^ individual, except an individual who is 
performing assigned duties for a licensee. Thus, personnel involved with an economic 
development activity that does not support the DOE mission would be considered members of the 
public unless that activity were covered under its own license. 
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This issue is resolved for the NCPP as a result of plans for MSC to begin acquiring an Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC), NRC/state license on behalf of the Stage 111 participant. This 
issue warrants the attention of the DOE economic development program complex-wide. 

0 
3.4 WBS 1.1.3 - 1 NCPP Stage I Local Public Outreach Report 

The success of economic conversion programs is dependent not only on technical or economic 
feasibility studies, but also institutional and sociological considerations. For example, adamant 
stakeholder opposition to economic conversion activities could result in a decision by the DOE to 
not pursue conversion activities, regardless of the technical and economic viability of the project. 

Anticipating the need to carefilly consider stakeholder opinions, the NCPP was deliberately 
broken into three distinct stages, with a decision point between each stage. Stakeholder 
acceptance was clearly identified as a critical factor in reaching a decision to proceed. MSC, 
under the Cooperative Agreement with the DOE, was requested to initiate a public outreach 
program to inform and solicit stakeholder response to planned NCPP activities. 

The Local Public Outreach Report provides a summary description of the public involvement 
processes used prior to and during Stage I of the NCPP. Section 3.3.5 provides a detailed 
description of Stage I public outreach processes and their result. 

e 3.5 WBS 1.1.3 - 2 National Information Exchange Report 

One important aspect of Stage I of the NCPP was the transfer of knowledge gained in the 
planning stage to other DOE facilities and related industries. The National Information Exchange 
Report documents Stage I activities to disseminate information during Stage I. With the 
completion of Stage I deliverables and availability of results, information exchange efforts are 
expected to increase 

3.6 WBS 1.1.4 - 1 Manufacturing Process Report 

This report outlines the production process for fabrication of the €325 waste container, considered 
by MSC to be one of the main product lines for Stage I11 manufacturing activities. The report 
outlines the production methodology and explains the manufacturing processes to be used for that 
product line to demonstrate how the equipment and buildings could be used for 
commercialization. This document will be of particular benefit during the solicitation process for 
Stage III participants, by providing process specifications and confirming the suitability of 
facilities and equipment to the manufacturing process. 

3.7 WBS 1.1.4 - 2 Decontamination and Resale Report 

Initially, the NCPP envisioned using equipment in the NCPP buildings as feedstock for 
recyclinglmanufacturing activities. It soon became apparent, however, that much of the 
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equipment in the buildings could be of greater economic value if cleaned up and reused, rather 
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than recycled. The Decommissioning and Repair Report evaluates each major piece of equipment 
within the proposed NCPP facilities and recommends appropriate paths for disposition that would 

~ 

optimize financial return to the DOE. Paths for disposition include: 

Dispose of as wastes. 

Clean and selVtransfer to controlled markets, 
Clean and sell on the open market, 
Clean and sell as scrap metal on the open market, 
Clean and recycle into waste containers, and 

Appropriate disposition of equipment, based on optimization of return to the government, could 
net $2.3 million to the DOE. 

3.8 IM/IRA Decision Document 

The culmination of much of the work completed during Stage I appears in the 
IM/IRA Decision Document. This document summarizes information from several other 
documents and presents that information in a format that will allow both the regulators and the 
public to understand the activities planned for Stage II. Because the audience for the IMmLA is 
diverse, the information from supporting documents has been condensed in the IM/IRA. Those 
reviewers with a particular interest in a certain aspect of the information in the IM/lRA are able to 
review a specific supporting document, that presents the information in greater detail. The 
documents supporting the IM/IRA are discussed in Sections 3.9 through 3.15 of this report and ' include the NCPP Management Plan, the Characterization Work Plan, the IM/IRA Criteria, the 
Survey Report, the Operational Assessment, the Facility Cleanup Plan, and the Permitting Plan. 
Figure 3-1 depicts the relationships between these documents. 

IM/IRA Decision Documents are typically used as a vehicle for contaminant mitigation, 
abatement, and/or risk reduction under CERCLA where there exists an imminent threat to the 
public or the environment. Although there is no imminent threat to the public or environment, the 
LM/IRA process is being used for the NCPP to establish and direct the achievement of a baseline 
for identified hazards that will allow the continued safe operations of the facilities by a private 
concern. Another reason for using the IM/IRA process is to solicit the public involvement for this 
project. The IM/IRA Decision Document identifies interim remedial actions for removal of 
uranium and chemical contaminants of concern, such as beryllium and others, which have been 
used within the three buildings that are associated with the NCPP. The remedial actions are 
proposed, not for reasons of mitigating an imminent threat, but rather, for the attainment of a safe 
and healthy workplace allowing future operations by a private concern. 

The NCPP IM/IRA Decision Document addresses the proposed cleanup of three buildings at the 
WETS. These buildings were previously used to fabricate metal components used in the 
production of nuclear weapons by the DOE. The NCPP will assess the feasibility of converting 
these former defense production facilities to recycle DOE metals. The cleanup activities 
presented in this WIRA Decision Document do not necessarily constitute the final remediation 
of these facilities. The cleanup activities are intended, however, to prepare the facilities for 
operation by a private concern and sewe as a quantifiable step toward final remediation. Other 
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cleanup activities are planned and/or are in progress at RFETS and have been considered in the 
planning of the NCPP. The interface between the NCPP activities and other cleanup activities is 
addressed in the report entitled “Interferences Between the Economic Development (ED) 
Building Interim Reuse Cleanup and Operational Activities and the Interagency Agreement (LAG) 
Remediation Activities.” This report identified no interferences between the NCPP and other 
remediation work under the IAG. The Cooperative Assistance Agreement for the NCPP 
stipulates that there will be no interferences between the NCPP and other RFETS IAG activities. 

The IM/IRA Decision Document describes the current condition of the NCPP buildings from two 
perspectives. First, the results of the characterization work performed to date are presented to 
describe the current conditions in regard to the types and levels of contamination currently present 
in the buildings. Second, the working condition of the buildings and the equipment in them is 
presented to provide an indication of the work that will be required to ensure that the buildings 
and equipment are available for Stage 11 and Stage III activities. 

The IM/IRA Decision Document next presents the proposed Stage I1 activities, also referred to as 
the Proposed Action. These activities include continued sampling for contamination, the cleanup 
activities, declassification activities that will d o w  more effective access to the buildings, and 
process verification activities that will confirm the availability of the equipment to perform the 
recycling activities. 

Contamination is present in the NCPP buildings; therefore, each of the Stage I1 activities will 
generate waste. The IM/IRA Decision Document presents the methods for managing the waste 
generated from Stage I1 activities. i 

The IM/IRA Decision Document also provides a NEPA assessment of the Proposed Action and 
the No-Action Alternative. This assessment compares applicable NEPA values for the situations 
where the Proposed Action is performed to situations where no action is taken on the NCPP 
buildings. 

The use of the IM/LRA process for the NCPP has resulted in several significant issues. A few of 
these are: 

The early involvement of the regulators required that the standards to which the NCPP 
buildings would be cleaned be identified and agreed to by all parties; early in the project. This 
early agreement on the applicable regulations and levels of c1eanlint:ss proved to be not only 
an effective method, but served to acquaint all parties with the available details of the project 
at the earliest possible point. 

A dividend gained by the DOE is the ability to lease the NCPP buibdings after the completion 
of the project under the CERFA. By establishing the cleanup standards in advance, obtaining 
agreement from regulators, and cleaning to those standards, the requirements of CERFA are 
met, which will allow the DOE to obtain revenue through leases of‘the buildings in the hture. 

The uncertainties associated with the contamination in the NCPP buildings led to another 
significant dividend of the project. As the specific levels of contamination inside and under 
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the equipment will not be certain until the equipment is moved and/or dismantled, the 
approach taken in the project had to provide flexibility, yet satisfjr the regulators that the 
proper precautions will be taken. The sequential strategy developed, in concert with decision 
trees, meets this difficult goal. 

Another dividend of the IM/IRA, and the use of the IM/IRA process for the NCPP, is the 
limitation of DOE liability by obtaining the approval of the EPA and CDPHE early in the 
process. By obtaining agreement fiom the public and the regulators on planned activities, the 
likelihood of differences of opinion later and the associated difficulties are greatly reduced. 
The DOE liability is also limited by the fact that the milestones and penalties associated with 
the IAG do not apply to the NCPP. 

Finally, one of the major benefits is the experience that will be gained in actual cleanup at 
RFETS. An example of the experience to be gained is the identification of which technologies 
work in actual applications. Another example is the comparison that will be able to be made 
between the actual waste volumes generated and the estimated volumes. This will allow for 
more accurate waste volume estimates for the remaining RFETS waste. 

As of this writing, the IM/IRA is being reviewed by CDPHE and EPA, which may initiate minimal 
changes. It is anticipated that any changes to the document will focus on the CERCLA process 
for proposing cleanup actions but will not affect the technical basis of the document. 
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Figure 3.8-1 
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i 4 3.9 WBS 1.2.1 - 1 NCPP Management Plan 
I ,, 

The NCPP Management Plan identifies how work activities in Stage I1 will be managed and 
contains definitions for the Mission/Objectives/Goais, Organization, Work Definition, Reporting 
Requirements, and Compliance Verification. While most management plans identlfjr scope, 
schedule, and budget information needed to track progress, the NCPP Management Plan is 
intended to identify these areas only at a higher level of detail, while subordinate plans for specific 
activities contain specific details of  scope, schedule, and budget. 

The NCPP Management Plan describes, in the area of management controls, how a process of 
training, implemented through mentoring, self assessment, and continuous improvement will be 
management precepts by which work activities are accomplished. The document hrther defines 
the NCPP Quality Assurance Program, to be developed at the onset of Stage 11, to be an umbrella 
program that governs all subordinate programs and associated work activities. 

The Management Plan identifies the currently perceived reporting requirements for keeping 
stakeholders apprised of the status of scope, schedule, budget, and safety-related issues. In 
addition, the document commits to the frequency of reports and identifies the recipients of the 
reports. 

The Management Plan defines the process by which compliance with governing regulations and 
requirements will be measured and hrther addresses the process by which those regulations and 
requirements move from a DOE order environment to the requirements defined for commercial 
operations. This transition of standards is one of the objectives of the NCPP in Stage 11. 

Although the Management Plan was conceived in Stage I of the NCPP, it is one of several 
documents that will be hrther refined the initiation activities of Stage 11. 

By describing the project management at a relatively high level, and serving as a “roadmap” to the 
technical documents, the Management Plan provides the flexibility required by the nature of the 
NCPP, yet provides the management framework to ensure control of the project. 

3.10 WBS 1.2.2 - 1 Characterization Work Plan 

The Characterization Work Plan, developed in Stage I, is primarily focused on identifying 
applicable safety is related documentation associated with the subject facilities, and in a 
preliminary fashion identifies and graphically depicts the contaminants of concern (COCs) that are 
present in the facilities. A subordinate and baselining document that supports this plan is the 
Survey Report, discussed in subsequent sections of this document. 

To identi@ the health and safety documents related to the facilities] a comprehensive document 
search was initiated and documented in the Survey Report. The precepts of the documents 
identified will form the basis for developing the Health and Safety Plan that will be developed and 
implemented prior to initiating cleanup activities in Stage 11. 
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The COC identification and depiction contained in the document were limited to those that were 
reflected in existing EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. radiation and beryllium survey data, chemical and 
asbestos inventories, and historical release documentation, which identifies chemicals that had 
been spilled in the specific buildings in the past. 

The Characterization Work Plan establishes a qualitative baseline of the COCs based on the data 
available and identifies the need for impiementing a sampling program in Stage 11 that will 
quantitatively baseline the building’s various levels of contamination and measure the 
effectiveness of cleanup activities by measuring contaminants that remain after implementing 
cleanup options. The document also describes the quality assurance requirements that will be an 
integral part of the program related to sampling activities. 

As currently structured, the document represents the best assessment of the buildings current 
contamination levels, and enhancement of the document will continue during Stage 11. The 
Characterization Wok Plan directs activities that will ultimately form the basis of the 
environmental baseline that is a deliverable product at the end of Stage 11. 

3.11 WBS 1.2.2 - 2 IM/IRA Criteria 

This document was originally conceived as a method for identifjing the objectives of the IM/IRA 
Proposed Plan. During reviews with DOE-RFFO, EPA, and CDPHE; it was determined that the 
IM/IRA focus should be changed from a Proposed Plan to a Decision Document. The change in 
scope centered on identifying activities that would be completed during Stage 11, and removing 
the information pertaining to schedule and budget. Accordingly, it was determined that the 
IM/IRA Criteria Document should be modified to reflect how success, in Stage 11, would be 
measured. Currently, the document is being modified to reflect success criteria for Stage II 
activities, and the revised document will be submitted for approval to DOE-RFFO early in 
Stage 11. 

e 

3.12 WBS 1.2.2 - 3 Survey Report 

The Survey Report represents an increased level of detail related to the beryllium and radiation 
survey data provided by EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. and formulates, as a subordinate document, the 
primary basis of the Characterization Work PIan. Four volumes of survey information were 
gathered for the NCPP buildings. The purpose of the activity, and this related documentation, 
was to discern the quantity and quality of data available with respect to beryllium and radiation 
surveys and chemical and asbestos inventories. These data were used to formulate responsibly 
planned activities identified in IM/IRA Decision Document, as previously discussed. 

The Survey Report presents the number of surveys taken, lists results of those surveys, and 
identifies deficiencies in the data. The cumulative results of this information establish a basis for 
recommending sampling activities to occur in Stage I1 operations that hrther define the building 
baseline condition. The four-volume survey documentation is not included in the deliverable but 
is available for review at the RFETS. 

NCPP - Stage I Revision 1 Page 43 
October 31,1994 Final Technical Report 



National Conversion Pilot Project Final Technical Report Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

3.13 WBS 1.2.3 - 1 Operational Assessment 0 
The Operational Assessment addresses three primary areas in the planning process for Stage II 
operations and provides information required by the IM/IRA. First, the document identifies 
safety-related equipment, building support services equipment, structures, and operations 
equipment that are in need of varying degrees of repair. Estimated costs of this repair are also 
included. Second, the document identifies the extent of declassification activities that will be 
required to transition the building to operations by a commercial concern. And third, the 
document defines a process for initiating and completing the process verification plan. 

The existing deficiencies in building support equipment, heating, ventilating and air conditioning 
(HVAC), process waste lines, and production equipment (equipment needed for Stage 111 
production) were identified by interviewing personnel and reviewing records. These data were 
gathered from interviews with equipment operators, longtime building residents, building 
ventilation operators, and an offsite company that designed the W A C  system for some of the 
buildings. Review of existing maintenance work orders, building assessment reports from 
maintenance engineering surveys, and facility engineering work estimates provided the record 
information. The deficiencies noted are classified into three categories of priority, where the first 
priority deals with worker safety and primary environmental controls and the thrid priority deals 
with items that improve the appearance of the building or aid in maintaining the building 
cleanliness. 

As work progresses during Stage 11, more deficiencies in the building system and production 
equipment will be uncovered. Some of these new deficiencies will be corrected, but all will be 
reported in the final assessment at the end of Stage 11. Process verification and declassification 
will assess the operating condition of equipment and help to uncover the unknown deficiencies. 
Equipment not assessed by these two activities will also be tested and repaired, if necessary. 

The declassification action included in Stage I1 is significant to the private conversion, as 
unclassified buildings will facilitate public access and aid movement of product. The declassifying 
of buildings involves removing classified documents and melting classified metal components. 
The classified metal components consist of approximately 272,000 pounds of stainless steel., 
depleted uranium, beryllium parts, and tooling. 

The declassification process will test the operating condition of some forming presses, vacuum 
induction melting furnaces, and machining equipment. The process verification will test the 
operational condition of additional equipment and establish procedures for fabricating products in 
prototype quantities. Melting experiments on the electron beam melting furnace will veri@ that 
rapid solidification of the berylljum-aluminum alloy improves the metallurgical properties of the 
product. Operating the relocated Hydrospin to produce round waste containers not only verifies 
the operating condition after the move but also verifies a fabricating process. Fabricating 
rectangular waste containers will test the rolling mills, shears, levelers, forming brake, and 
welding equipment. 

The operational assessment is significant to DOE because it provides equipment preparedness and 
e - i 
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the building support equipment data to maintain the buildings if private conversion does not 
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proceed. It also provides the necessary data that will allow competitive bidding to proceed into 
Stage III. 

3.14 WBS 1.2.4 - 1 Facility Cleanup Plan 

The Facility Cleanup Plan discusses how cleanup work within Stage I1 of the NCPP will be 
carried out to prepare the buildings for Stage 111 operations. Specifically the Cleanup Plan 
contains the aims and objectives of the Stage 11 cleanup activities, the broad strategy to be 
adopted in cleaning the buildings, the methods and technologies to be used during the cleanup, 
and the identification and resolution of waste-related issues. Accordingly, the Facility Cleanup 
Plan is inclusive of data from the Hazards Assessment and Operational Assessment and is 
supported by the plans identified and developed during Stage I activities. 

The primary product of the Facility Cleanup Plan is the identification of a 10-step process for 
cleanup of the facilities. Initially this 10-step process is presented as a generic plan with specific 
plans presented later in the report for each of the NCPP buildings. From the building-specific 
plans, estimates of the resource levels necessary for completion of the Facility Cleanup Plan have 
been made, suitable technologies and methods for achieving the required cleanup standards have 
been identified, and wastes to be generated during the plan have been quantified and categorized. 
Quality assurance attributes applicable to the cleanup process have also been identified as being 
integral to the construction of the Facility Cleanup Plan. 

The Facility Cleanup Plan is a significant factor in the A!f/JRA process, as it represents the 
methods being employed for cleanup that the public will review. 

3.15 WBS 1.2.5 - 1 Permitting Plan 

The Permitting Plan provides a description and strategy for obtaining permits that may be required 
by the Stage I11 private contractor involved in actual manufacturing. The specific components of 
the plan consist of a description of the permits, what agency grants the permits, a description of 
the application process, an estimated cost for the permit, and a tentative schedule for obtaining 
the permits. 

The Permitting Plan is of significance in two areas. First, the plan identifies permits that may be 
required, based on an assumed operation in Stage 111. And second, the plan identifies the 
schedule for obtaining the permits, which is done during Stage I1 due to the time required to 
obtain permits. As currently conceived, the permits required for Stage I11 operations represent a 
significant unknown in the Stage I1 operations, as Stage I11 operations will be competitively bid 
and proposed. As award of the contract may be to a participant that proposes a process other 
than the processes currently conceived, the permits required and scheduled may deviate somewhat 
from those identified in the plan. 
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3.16 WBS 1.3.1 - 1 Estimation of Stage II Waste Report e 
The Estimation of Stage I1 Wastes Report provides necessary waste generation information to 
DOE-RFFO and the M&O contractor regarding the waste impacts during Stage II of the NCPP. 
This information is required to support preparation of the M&O contractor’s comprehensive 
RFETS Waste Management Plan, which includes overall plans for future RFETS waste storage 
and disposal activities. 

The report provides the best estimates possible at this time of the waste types and quantities of 
waste expected to be generated during Stage 11 of the NCPP. These data will be used to identify 
waste storage requirements and coordinate disposal activities associated with Stage 11 between 
the NCPP project team and the M&O contractor. Based on the projected use of NCPP 
equipment and facilities that will remain, and the intended reuse of items to be removed from the 
facilities, a baseline estimation of waste that will be generated in each of the NCPP buildings was 
created. According to historical records and various other sources, only low-level waste (LLW) 
and low-level mixed waste (LLMW) will be generated during Stage 11. The numbers arrived at 
represent very conservative volume estimates, and any size and/or volume reduction will decrease 
the estimates. 

The wastes were also categorized as primary and secondary waste. Primary waste is waste 
generated from items being dismantled and secondary waste is generated from decontamination 
processes. 

The total amount of waste estimated to be generated during Stage I1 cleanup, without size and/or 
volume reduction, is approximately 40,000 to 60,000 it3 of LLW and 9,000 to 21,000 ft3 of 
LLMW for all NCCP buildings. Size and/or volume reduction could reduce these estimates to 
approximately 12,000 to 13,000 ft3 of LLW and 3,000 to 4,000 ft3 of LLMW. 

At this time, there are numerous uncertainties associated with these waste volumes. During Stage 
11, additional sampling will occur to more definitively determine contamination levels. The waste 
types discussed are not expected to change. However, as Stage I1 provides more definitive 
information on the levels of contamination in currently inaccessible areas, the quantities of waste 

. maychange. 

The issues of potential interference between economic development and cleanup or waste 
management activities, especially in terms of waste storage capacities at RFETS, types and 
volumes of waste generated by NCPP activities, and responsibilities for waste were of primary 
concern. 

Portions of the NCPP buildings will be utilized for storing LLMW generated in Stage 11. The 
waste generated during Stage I1 would be considered DOE waste and, if necessary, could be 
stored in available RFETS storage areas. 

Of major concern to the CDPHE, was the availability of suitable storage space for NCPP 
generated waste and its impact on existing and forecasted waste storage requirements for the site. 

_+ 
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The commitment by DOE-RFFO to build a Centralized Waste Storage Facility at the site has 
alleviated their concerns. 

3.17 WBS 1.3.2 - 1 National Environmental Policy Act Report and Action Description 
Memoranda 

Preparation of documents demonstrating compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
NEPA was specifically required by the Cooperative Agreement between MSC and DOE. MSC 
was required to prepare NEPA documentation necessary to support Stage I and Stage 11 activities 
during Stage I, and begin evaluating the process for NEPA assessment of Stage III activities. The 
NEPA Report and Action Description Memoranda (ADM) were prepared to document MSC 
activities in that regard. 

EvaIuation of Stage I activities indicated that only planning efforts were to be conducted and no 
NEPA assessment was required. Stage 11 activities, however, involved a variety of operational 
tasks warranting environmental review. At the beginning of Stage I, preparation of an ADM was 
idiated to begin the NEPA analysis of the impacts of Stage II activities. 

Two events altered the original approach to NEPA compliance. First was the indication and 
finally implementation of a new Secretarial Policy on the NEPA (June 1994). This policy 
indicated that separate NEPA documentation and processes need not be used where the activity 
was regulated under CERCLA, and the CERCLA process provided for incorporation of NEPA 
values and public involvement. The intent of this provision of the new policy was to eliminate 
redundancy, reduce cost, and accelerate the decision-making process. The second event was the 
decision of the steering committee to prepare an IM/IRA to regulate Stage I1 activities. Thus, the 
decision to regulate Stage I1 activities under CERCLA had an added benefit of streamlining 
document preparation, review, and approval processes. 

.. 
Determining the appropriate approach for conducting NEPA analysis of Stage III activities 
appears to be more challenging. As currently scheduled, Stage I1 of the NCPP would be 
completed approximately in October 1996. A project-specific NEPA analysis, whether it is an 
environmental assessment or/an environmental impact statement P I S ) ,  would have to be 
completed and approved by that time to prevent delays in proceed to Stage III. 

Ongoing site activities indicate that the NEPA assessment for Stage III activities will have to be 
well coordinated to avoid conflicts in approach and confbsion to WETS stakeholders. For 
example, the Strategic Plan for the site is just now being developed, with conversion to other 
beneficial uses articulated as a site strategic objective. If economic conversion is not accepted by 
the community as a long-term beneficial use, the term for manufacturing activities initiated under 
the NCPP would have to be limited to avoid conflict with stakeholder accepted long-term 
beneficial uses. 

Similarly, the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS) has been initiated, with a 
completion date scheduled for October 1996. Results of the NCPP NEPA documentation would 
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have to support those of the SMrEIS. No decision has yet been made on the level of NEPA 
documentation required for Stage III activities. Several community organizations have requested 
preparation of an EIS. The steering committee will deliberate hrther on the current strategy to 
confirm it best supports the interest of the project. 

A concern raised by one stakeholder organization was that the project had been segmented for the 
purposes of NEPA. This stakeholder maintained that an EIS should have been prepared for the 
entire project. However, as the DOE had indicated that it would not commit to more than a 
single stage at a time and allocated no fimding for the entire project, it was clear that an entire 
project had not been proposed and segmentation had not occurred. The concern raised by the 
stakeholder organization focuses on the importance, and difficulty, of developing a public 
involvement process understood and believed to be fair by all stakeholder organizations. 

In an attempt to respond to those concerns other concerns regarding the importation of beryllium 
and depleted uranium, and the uses of those materials in manufacturing processes in Stage III, the 
steering committee developed the following process. 

1. Early in Stage 11, the DOE should conduct a market analysis and solicit expression(s) of 
interest from industry in a lease (with the minimum acceptable lease period identified and a 
maximum duration of 5 years with an option for a 5-year renewal) to conduct manufacturing 
activities under three scenarios: 

(a) Recycle scrap metals, beryllium, and/or depleted uranium at the four buildings in 
question using materials available only at the RFETS, receiving no incentives from the 
federal government. The responder would be requested to estimate the number of 
years operations could be maintained. 

(b) Recycle scrap metals, beryllium, and/or depleted uranium at the four buildings in. 
question using materials available at the RFETSand fiom any other source as 
necessary to develop and maintain their business, again receiving no incentives fiom 
the federal government. 

(c) Recycle scrap metals, beryllium, and/or depleted uranium at the four buildings in 
question, initially using materials available only at the WETS for a proposed duration, 
with an option to expand operations to include processing of imported materials after 
the time period proposed for the initial operations expired. Incentives to the leasee 
could be proposed. 

Expressions of Interest submitted to the DOE-RFFO would help the steering committee 
determine if industry was interested in operations limited to use of onsite materials and/or if 
industry would be interested in limited operations with incentives or the option for expanded 
operations at some time in the future. The steering committee would also understand minimum 
acceptable lease duration. 

2. When exuressions of interest are received, a (NEPA) public involvement process should be 0 
I .  , .  - 

initiated. The expressions of interest would help develop real-life aIternatives to the no-action 
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alternative and be evaluated in the NEPA process. For example, feedback might indicate that 
industry would be willing to initially limit operations to onsite activities, with eventual 
expansion to include importation of scrap metals. Such feedback would be critical in helping 
the public and the steering committee make recommendation(s) regarding which alternative(s) 
should be followed. During the NEPA process, the public would also be asked to provide 
suggestions for Iease conditions. 

3. Concurrent with the NEPA process, preparatory actions would be initiated to identify and 
select a candidate leasee and prepare lease terms. Should the decision be made to advance to 
the manufacturing stage of the project, the lease would be signed at the end of Stage II. 

4. Because a comprehensive analysis of all potential hture uses of the RFETS, including 
economic conversion, is being analyzed in the SWEIS (current estimated completion date of 
October 1996), any lease signed would contain language requiring re-evaluation of the lease at 
the end of the first five-year period to ensure consistency with the outcome of the SWEIS. If 
economic development is not considered to be an appropriate hture use of the site, the lease 
will not be renewed. 

Through use of the above process, the public would have a meaninghl opportunity to affect 
decisions to proceed with manufacturing activities or abandon the idea and the NCPP, the 
duration of those activities, and the phase-in of operations. Recommendations fi-om the public 
would be based on existing knowledge of industry interest, rather than hypothetical scenarios. At 
the same time, industry would be given the flexibility to develop unique proposals and would not 
be subject to another decision point at the end of the NCPP. Also, if a decision to move to Stage 
I11 were made, the selected business and the affected employees would know the expected 
duration of the lease and could plan accordingly. 

Thus, by giving the public and industry greater opportunities for input before a decision to 
proceed with manufacturing activities is made, the quality of the decision would be improved as 
would the benefits of that decision on the players. 

3.18 WBS 1.3.3 - 1 Reguiatory Oversight Plan 

Stage I1 of the NCPP at the FGETS will involve personnel from the CDPHE, DOE-WFO, EPA, 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), NRC and perhaps other regulatory 
agencies. The intent of the Regulatory Oversight Play is to identifjr appropriate regulatory 
agencies, their roles, and the regulatory linkages between these agencies and MSC that must exist 
during Stage 11. 

The RFETS has been identified as a Supefind site with definable cleanup requirements. 
Proceeding with the NCPP will allow DOE, EPA, CDPHE, and others to identi@ and resolve the 
issues surrounding economic conversion, which are critical to the development of DOE complex- 
wide conversion policies. DOE orders were not written with economic conversion in mind; 
therefore, regulatory transition must occur to allow the intent of regulatory requirements to be 
met without compromising the communities’ rights to meaninghl and timely conversion, - _  
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protection of the environment, and the health and safety of the workers and the public. The 
Regulatory Oversight Plan would assist in this transition process. 

When these linkages are established in Stage 11, as identified in this plan, they will assist in 
facilitating communications between the regulators and MSC and serve to streamline the 
regulatory oversight process. The system for oversight, inquiries, questions, concerns, assistance, 
changes, and other communications required during Stage 11 between regulatory agencies and 
MSC, and vice versa, will be described in the plan. 

0 

This plan is intended to be usefbl for both MSC and the regulatory agencies. A number of 
guidelines describing protocol to be followed during Stage I1 by the regulatory agencies and MSC 
will be formalized and approved early in Stage 11. 

The utilization of the IM/IRA process for Stage 11 of the NCPP has been agreed to by the DOE- 
RFFO, EPA, and CDPHE. These three governmental agencies will be responsible for the 
majority of the regulatory oversight required during the initial phases of Stage 11. The Regulatory 
Oversight Plan identifies the codified regulations, as a minimum, with which MSC will comply 
during Stage I1 and describes the roles each of these agencies will have in ensuring compliance 
during conduct of Stage I1 activities. 

During Stage I1 of the NCPP activities, MSC will continue to identify applicability and 
redundancy issues and continue to discuss planned work, problems, and the impact of applicable 
requirements with regulators prior to commencement of work. These interactions, as identified in 
the plan, will help resolve institutional and industrial barriers, without violating the appropriate 
rules and regulations. Therefore, MSC can ensure thorough, effective, and traceable compliance 
with applicable regulatory requirements. 

0 
The plan also identifies specific regulatory agency divisional elements that will assume 
responsibility for specific areas of NCPP oversight. These include divisional elements with 
specific oversight responsibilities for training, waste management, environment, health and safety, 
engineering and maintenance, and decontamination activities. 

As identified in the plan, these will include personnel from the Air Pollution Control, Radiation 
Control, and Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Divisions of the CDPHE; the 
Environmental Restoration Management, Low-Level Waste Management, and Occupational 
Safety and Health Management Divisions of the DOE-RFFO; and the Air Radiation and Toxics, 
Hazardous Waste Management, and Water Management Divisions of the EPA. 

As there are at least four distinct entities involved in the regulatory oversight of NCPP Stage I1 
activities, there is a concern that disputes will occur if consensus cannot be reached regarding 
specific regulatory issues that could arise from the cleanup work. Resolution of some disputes 
may disrupt ongoing Stage I1 work; therefore, it is important that resolution take place in a timely 
and efficient manner. Therefore, a formal seven-step dispute resolution process has been 
suggested in the plan. This process will be refined and approved early in Stage I1 by all entities to e clearly identify the protocol to be followed. 
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3.19 WBS 1.3.4 - 1 Training Plan 

The intent of the Training Plan is to establish at RFETS a training program that has been 
successfblly used to convert nuclear workers in the UK who were accustomed to a workplace 
based on a single government customer and cost-plus contracting into workers who could operate 
efffectively in a multiple-customer, fixed price marketplace. The crux of this program is 
“additional skilling,” whereby workers are provided a range of tools they will use as they perform 
their roles. The training modules are prepared by the managers who will be responsible for the 
work, not someone fiom a training staff. The initial group trained will be trainers, who will also 
be a part of the active NCPP workforce. Emphasis will be placed on team building, minimizing 
classroom training in favor of competence acquisition and assessment in the workplace and 
cultural transformation. 

The content of the Training Plan includes a list of training objectives, key assumptions, a 
description of the numbers and types of employees who will be trained, a description of employee 
competence qualification principles, a program summary of the 3 5 separate training activities, 
definition of the resources required to accomplish the planned training, review of the management 
systems and controls that will be followed to implement the process, and a discussion of the role 
of training in the process of transitioning from DOE orders to commercial regulation. The plan is 
comprehensive, well-designed and its author, Dr. Keith Biddle, a BNFL employee in the UK, has 
agreed to relocate to Colorado to implement it with the help of the rest of the NCPP team. 

Certain issues associated with the Training Plan will be of special importance to the DOE. One is 
the need for a major culture change. The majority of the workforce will be drawn fiom present or 
prospective dislocated RFETS workers. The plant culture, once the vigorous pursuit of 
manufacturing excellence in the interest of the nation’s defense, has been eroded by the inactivity 
of the past five years. A transformation to a new culture is needed, one that restores pride in 
tangible results accomplished in reasonable time fiames and within fixed budgets, one that 
emphasizes individual importance within a team setting, and one that contributes to the growth of 
the individual. If this cultural transformation can be manifested through the NCPP, the approach 
used could be applied to the rest of RFETS and the DOE in general. 

Another important issue is to recognize that many within the NCPP workforce will believe they 
need no additional training because training has been a major element of their recent careers at 
RFETS. MSCBNFL Inc. intends to deal with this issue through the employee competence 
process. This involves establishing the competence levels required for the 1 0-role profiles defined 
as needed for the NCPP in the Staffing Plan. Each employee will be tested to veri@ his or her 
current proficiency with respect to those profiles. An individual Training Plan will then be crafted 
and agreed to by the employee to achieve the “additional skills” needed. Training will then occur, 
followed by verification. By involving the employee in crafting the Training Plan, and by 
emphasizing workplace training, it is hoped that the cultural bias against training will be 
overcome. This has been the experience at BNFL. 
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Still another issue of importance to the DOE is one of converting defense workers to cleanup 
workers. The NCPP offers a novel approach to doing this through privatization. The intent is 
that these cleanup workers will eventually become manufacturing workers in Stage III. Some of 
them however, may opt to continue to use their skills as cleanup workers. Certainly the NCPP 
manufacturing activities cannot start at full production the moment Stage III recycling begins. As 
some of the cleanup workers await opportunities to commence manufacturing, it may be possible 
to utilize their skill in other areas of RFEiTS cleanup on an interim basis. To extend this argument 
even further, if the training program works as well as it should, the NCPP might become a 
training ground for even larger numbers of cleanup workers at RFETS. The program could also 
be exported to other sites if this pilot proves successful. 
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-0 3.20 WBS 1.3.5 - 1 Staffing Plan 

The intent of the Staffing Plan is: 

to define the roles that must be filled to perform the work of the NCPP; 
to determine, based on input fiom other deliverables such as the Cleanup Plan, the number of 
employees needed; 
to craft an organizational framework in which these employees can hnction effectively; 
to prepare role descriptions; 
to establish policies, procedures, and strategies for locating, contacting, interviewing, 
selecting, and hiring the NCPP employees, including unqualified support for equal opportunity 
employment objectives; and 
to determine fair and competitive wages and benefits to be used in compensating NCPP 
employees. 

The content of the Staffing Plan generally meets the intent described above. The plan includes a 
brief description of the scope of the plan, a statement of staffing objectives, a listing of the 
assumptions on which the plan is based, definition of the types and quantities of employees 
required to meet the work defined in other Stage I deliverables, and an enumeration of the 
principles that will be followed when the plan is implemented. Appendices to the Staffing Plan 
include the NCPP contractor/subcontractor organization chart, the MSC employee handbook that 
lists the benefits planned for NCPP contractor employees, role profiles for each of 10 roles needed e for the NCPP, and a listing of applicable hiring laws and regulations. 

One of the key issues of the Staffing Plan is the wage and benefit package. The prospective 
workforce expressed anxiety during the course of Stage I that the wages and benefits would be 
dramatically lower than those to which they had been accustomed, and they also expressed 
concern that NCPP wage and benefits package be fair. The Stage I11 contractor must be assured 
that employee compensation be competitive in the marketplace. As a result of these concerns, a 
significant effort was expended during Stage I to determine a package that would be fair and 
competitive. This effort involved extensive review of local and national wage and benefits 
packages for comparable positions in similar industries. It included an awareness of the prevailing 
wage rates at RFETS, which average $19 per hour for hourly employees, many of whom will be 
dislocated and presumably be interested in employment with the NCPP team. The effort also 
included awareness that specialized training will be required for NCPP cleanup workers and that 
the work involves radioactive and hazardous materials. The latter point does not imply that 
compensation of NCPP employees will be based on increased risk. To the contrary, great care will 
be taken to assure that NCPP work practices, including exposure to radioactive and hazardous 
materials, will be safe when compared to other industries and positions. It does imply that the 
occasional use of respirators and other protective gear is more challenging for employees and 
should be a factor in their compensation. The result of this analysis was that MSC has determined 
that a range of $12 to $18 per hour, and an average wage of $15 per hour, is fair and competitive. 
The benefits package will be based on that provided to current MSC employees. It is a 
comprehensive package that includes medical and dental coverage, a 40 1-K type retirement plan 

0 .+ 
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that includes employer contributions, educational incentives, sick leave, paid vacations and 
holidays, and other standard benefits. 

Another significant issue of the Staffing Plan is the amount of time workers will be available to 
perform cleanup duties during an average shift. Factors that influence this number include meal 
and break time, time to enter and leave protected areas, shower time, continued training, etc. 
Rather than try to estimate precisely the labor content of each cleanup activity, and then 
compensate for the inefficiencies with a factor, an allowance was made in the total time estimated 
for the various cleanup activities to compensate for these anticipated inefficiencies. 

Another significant issue of the Staffing Plan was to determine who is eligible for hiring by the 
NCPP as “Rocky Flats Workers.” In response to this issue, agreement was reached by the human 
resources subcommittee that the pool ofpeople who should be considered as “former” Rocky 
Flats workers consist primarily of previous Rocky Flats workers (dating back to January 1, 
1992, to encompass previous restructuring) who have been laid off or retired and current 
Rocky Flats workers who are at risk of being laid off in the foreseeable future. 

An issue of keen local interest is the type and number of workers who would be hired in Stage 11. 
The principal driver of stafling levels is the Cleanup Plan. In this plan, a decontamination 
(“deconyy) team is defined as having eight members: five decon workers, a decon worker with 
special expertise in contamination control, a decon worker with special expertise in equipment 
maintenance, and a team leader. The need for 14 such teams exists, for a total of 112employees. 
In addition, specialized teams for waste control, contamination control, and declassification and 
verification are needed, with the need for a total of 36 workers identified for these roles. The 
total project employment during Stage I1 is forecast to reach 230 persons, including about 20 
subcontractor personnel. Given that MSC has three positions already filled, the balance of 207 
new contractor employees may be drawn from the pool of RFETS workers as described above. 

e 
3.21 WBS 1.3.6 - 1 Site Support Agreement Memorandum of Agreement 

The NCPP Site Support Services Memorandum of Agreement was signed by the Manager, Rocky 
Flats Field Office; the President, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc.; the General Manager, Wackenhut 
Services, Inc.; and the Project Manager, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, to create effective 
working relationships between, and define the roles and responsibilities, of the parties involved in 
management and operation of the RFETS and the NCPP. This document describes the hnctions 
and tasks necessary to ensure the success of the NCPP and the interrelationships necessary to 
accomplish work in a beneficial and expeditious manner. 

Areas of agreement include safeguards and security, utilities, maintenance, fire protection and 
other emergency situations, procurement, waste management and environmental controls, and 
others. The agreement recognizes the day-to-day site management role of the M&O contractor 
and protects the integrity of the individual contracts and agreements the parties have with the 
DOE. The agreement also specifies the budget mechanisms through which the project and 
supporting activities will be funded, assuring that the distribution of costs appropriately reflects 
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the responsibilities of the parties to the operation of the site and encourages site wide ownership 
of the eventual success of the project. 

This document is important not only for the significance of its contents in establishing a model for 
the relationships that must exist to accomplish economic conversion, but it represents the 
combined efforts of diverse individuals and organizations to create a united team to accomplish a 
desired result. The individual direction of each of the parties was subordinated to the goal of 
creating a working document in which the ultimate success of the project was the foremost 
consideration. This agreement is a living document, including provisions for change should the 
situation warrant change and allowing the parties to learn from experience. The organizational 
working relationships formed during the development of the agreement are almost as important as 
the agreement itself and set the tone for working relationships during the execution of the project. 

3.22 WBS 1.3.7 - 1 Preliminary Market Analysis Report 

The intent of the Preliminary Market Analysis Report is to provide information about prospective 
markets for products that could be made from DOE scrap metals, both at RFETS and at other 
DOE economic conversion sites. Recognizing that time and fbnding were not available for a 
comprehensive market analysis during Stage I, the intent was to develop sufficient information to 
enable DOE reviewers to understand that market potential exists and to gain a sense ofwhether it 
is reasonable to manufacture and sell these products at prices proposed for the NCPP. The intent 
is to provide a final market analysis report during Stage I1 and use the information in the report to 
assess the viability of Stage I11 recycling and to share the report with prospective Stage I11 
contractors to aid in their assessment of participating in recycling under the NCPP. 

A fbrther intent of the Preliminary Market Analysis Report is to gather up-to-date information 
about the quantity and type of scrap metal available for recycling at various DOE sites, including 
RFETS. This part of the analysis would enable a determination of the logistics of recycling, such 
as the issue of transportation of scrap fiom one site to another for recycling. 

The content of the Preliminary Market Analysis Report includes, for each of three families of 
metals that might be recycled at Rocky Flats, a review of the following information: 

issues that impact recycling, 

availability of raw material to support recycling activities, 
products that could be made by recycling, 

economic factors that could influence marketability of the products, and 
sales potential throughout the next five years and in the out-years when 
decommissioning activity will be even greater. 

The three metal families are RSM, DU and Be. These metals were selected in part because each 
has been processed previously at RFETS; therefore, the facility infiastmcture to process such 
metals already exists. The report also includes an assessment of the possibility of cleaning for 
unrestricted reuse machinery no longer needed at RFETS. 

The key issues for each of the three metals families is discussed below: 
-* x 
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Radioactively Contaminated Scrap Metal 

1. DOE recycle policy will have a major effect on the evolution of this market. A policy is 
proposed that the DOE require the use of RSM for applications where the: metal Will become 
contaminated in its use. This policy would have two caveats: (1) that the RSM products be 
available and (2) that the price of these products be cost-effective, taking into account a fair 
market value for burial cost avoidance. 

2. DOE low-level waste disposal costs at the Nevada Test Site are about $7 per cubic foot, 
compared to $130 to $400 per cubic foot charges for disposal in commercial repositories. 
This low price alters the economics of RSM recycling by causing such a law burial cost 
avoidance that most DOE RSM is cheaper to bury than recycle. 

3. Agreement is needed on standards for bulk and surface contamination levels for restricted 
reuse recycling of RSM. Such standards should be risk-based and take into account 
requirements for transportation and disposal of various forms of radioactive waste. This will 
enable fbll public discussion of DOE intent and public risk for recycling such materials. 
Lacking such information risks a public perception that the DOE is “hiding something.” 

Depleted Uranium 

1. Health effects fiom exposure to DU are among the key public issues that could impact its 
fbture use, The “Gulf War Syndrome” has caused some adverse publicity, because DU was 
used widely during that conflict. There is no evidence that DU is the cause of the syndrome, 
despite carefbl inquiry into the matter. 

2. Past wide-spread use of the toxic metal lead for shielding of gamma radiation has given rise to 
significant mixed waste disposal issues that are not present if DU is used for such applications. 
This is a positive market factor. 

3. The DOE faces a major liability from the 400,000 metric tons of DU hexafluoride left over 
from enrichment services provided over 40 years, Use of DU metal as radiation shielding in 
multipurpose canisters offers an effective solution to this problem by serving a useful interim 
purpose and eventually causing the DU to be buried in a disposal site. A possible bamer to 
this solution is cost and environmental liability that could be incurred when converting the 
uranium hexafluoride to metal. MSC and Los Alamos National Laboratory are exploring new 
direct reduction technology via a Cooperative Research and Development Agreement to 
address these problems. 
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1. Health effects from exposure to beryllium are a key issue. More than 40 confirmed cases of 
chronic beryllium disease have been found from among the approximately 5,000 present and 
former beryllium workers at the RFETS. Beryllium contamination exists in 30 buildings at the 
RFETS and its resuspension during cleanup is a key concern. MSC is hlly aware of the 
beryllium health risks and will be employing new monitoring technology and very strict 
controls to minimize risk to workers and the public. 

2. Cost is the key issue affecting beryllium market viability. The NCPP offers the prospect of 
significant reduction in cost by the use of DOE scrap metal as feed and by the use of process 
technology not available elsewhere. 

The key issue affecting equipment resale is the willingness of the DOE and its contractors to “free 
release” material as allowed using standards in DOE Order 5400.5. Past problems have sharply 
curtailed such practice. 

The NCPP itself is seen as a key issue for the DOE in signaling its desire to promote recycling. 
The Preliminary Market Analysis Report discusses the important role the NCPP can serve in 
responding to the following factors that influence the recycle market: environmental controls, 
wages and productivity, facility depreciation and decommissioning, transportation, raw materials, 
waste disposal cost avoidance, recycle technology, cleanup technology, equipment recycle, and 
facility recycle. 

3.23 WBS 1.3.8 - 1 Preliminary CostBenefit Analysis Report 

The intent of the Preliminary Cosmenefit Analysis Report is to provide realistic information 
about the costs of the NCPP, and its corresponding benefits, such that an evaluation can be made 
of the merits of DOE providing the fbnding necessary for the project to proceed. As the project is 
to proceed in three stages with a decision point between each stage that could result in 
termination, the costhenefit analysis for each stage must stand alone. The report has been 
prepared in this manner. 

The Preliminary CostBenefit Analysis Report includes an assumed set of prdducts that will be 
manufactured during the NCPP at WETS. These products are selected based on information 
developed in the Preliminary Market Analysis Reportand are considered the most reasonable 
choices based on likely market conditions, capabilities that exist at RFETS, and a balanced 
allocation of manufacturing resources among the three families of metals that can be recycled at 
RFETS. For each product, assumptions are made about prices that the market will support and 
volume and timing of sales. Care was taken to make conservative assumptions so that the 
likelihood of success is enhanced. 

The Preliminary CostlBenefit Analysis Report enumerates tangible and intangible benefits 
expected of each stage. A fundamental assumption is that the benefits derived from the services 
provided are equal to the costs of these services. For example, services are provided by the M&O 
contractor to maintain the four NCPP buildings in a safe condition. These services are required 
regardless of whether the NCPP proceeds, and they presently require DOE hnding of $1 1 million 
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annually, just over half of the estimated cost of the NCPP. In the cosfienefits analysis, these 
benefits are valued at $1 1 million, leading to a benefitkost ratio of unity for this activity. 

The key information of the Preliminary CostlBenefit Analysis Report is contained in a series of 
charts that summarize, for the two-year cleanup stage and the three-year recycling stage of the 
NCPP, forecasts o f  

e 

costs 
sales 
benefits 
profitlloss performance 

product types and quantities to be produced 
weight and source of scrap metal required to make these products 

The Preliminary Cost/Benefit Analysis Report also contains appendices that: 

define the manufacturing scenario envisioned for recycling at RFETS, from which the 
manufacturing costs can be obtained, 
present the cost bases used for Stage 11, cleanup, and Stage 111, recycling, cost analyses, 
assume prices that realistically can be charged for products made under the NCPP, and 
provide a basis for Stage III benefits calculations. 

The key issue for the DOE stemming fiom the Preliminary CostBenefit Analysis Report is 
whether the benefits exceed the costs sufficiently to warrant fimding in the amount of $42 million, 
which includes $38 million for the NCPP contractor and $4 million additional M&O cost. The 
benefits to the DOE fiom this expenditure include : 

1. Four buildings, totaling 200,000 square feet in area, will be cleaned, decontaminated, and 
made ready for fkture beneficial activities by removing 2,320 cubic yards of radioactive waste. 
About two-thirds of this waste is classed as low-level and the balance is low-level mixed. 

2. Employment of up to 207 displaced RFETS workers and retraining them for cleanup duties. 
3. Local economic benefits, based on a multiplier of 2.5 times wages, will be increased by about 

$62 million. 
4. The potential will have been created to conduct recycling in these buildings. If these assets for 

recycling were acquired new today, their value is estimated at $92 million. 
5. If recycling does proceed, the $42 million investment, which includes costs of the Site 

Contractor Support Services, will return a benefit of $523 million in eight years, a benefitkost 
ratio of 7.3 to 1. 

6. If recycling does not proceed, the $42 million investment will immediately return a $49 million 
benefit and the cost of maintaining the buildings will be $2 million lower per year as a result of 
the cleanup. 
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3.24 WBS 1.3.8 - 1 Final Technical Report 

,- 

The purpose of the Final Technical Report (FTR) is to present, in a single document, a summary 
and results of Stage I activities and directly answer criteria to be used by the DOE in reaching a 
decision to approve and continue fhding the project. The FTR indicates satisfaction of all 
evaluation criteria and presents technical findings of significance to the DOE for complex-wide 
economic deveIopment initiatives. 

NCPP - Stage I Revision 1 Page 59 
October 31,1994 Final Technical Report 



National Conversion Pilot Project Final Technical Report Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

0 4.0 Recommendations 

Regardless of a decision to proceed to Stage 11, Stage I of the NCPP is considered to be a success 
by the DOE and its cooperator, MSC. From its inception, it became clear that this was not a 
business as usual effort. The NCPP was initiated by the private sector, endorsed by the Secretary 
of Energy, and supported by the regulatory agencies. 

Stage I activities indicate that there are no technical, administrative, or legal impediments to 
economic conversion of surplus weapons production facilities, even if those facilities are 
contaminated and located on an EPA Supefind site. The decision to proceed with economic 
conversion activities at a particular site is most affected, by institutional concerns such as 
stakeholder acceptance and availability of resources. 

Because the NCPP was broken down into three stages, with no apriori decision on the part of 
the DOE to proceed to Stages I1 or III, the focus on stakeholder consensus building was on Stage 
11 cleanup activities. That consensus building was successhl. However, it is clear that 
stakeholder consensus has not been reached regarding Stage III manufacturing activities; 
additional consensus building efforts will be made during Stage 11, should a decision to proceed be 
made. 

Results of Stage I indicate a compelling argument to continue fhding the NCPP. Even if the 
transition to future private manufacturing activities was not realized, the net benefit to the DOE 
from Stage I1 alone would be $7 million. If private operations were realized, the net return on the 
governments investment would be $52 million. These funds, in turn, could be returned directly to 
the site for cleanup work. Thus, allocation of resources to the project should be considered as an 
investment, or a temporary reallocation of resources. 

In Reinventing Government-( Osborne, David and Ted Gabler, 1992. Addison-Wesley Publishing 
Company, Inc. Reading, Massachusetts), the phrase entrepreneur government was used to 
describe an opportunity for federal managers to shift resources from areas of low return to areas 
with greater potential for return on investment. Osborne and Gabler also advise managers that 
entrepreneurs do not take risks, but seize opportunities. 

The NCPP offers DOE officials the opportunity to act, to seize an opportunity for realizing a net 
profit for the government in a joint venture with industry. Documentation provided in this and 
other Stage I reports indicates little risk to the government in realizing that profit. 

Proceeding with Stage 11 of the NCPP will result in many benefits to the DOE, including: 

Re-employment of up to 200 current and former cold war veterans, 

Developing credibility with stakeholders who have worked diligently with the DOE in 
evaluating the feasibility of the project, a 
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Providing the DOE with a much needed environmental cleanup success story in a very short 
timefiame, 

Providing building cleanup training modules and a trained workforce familiar with 
decontamination and decommissioning activities, 

Demonstration of cleanup technologies, 

Supporting complex-wide waste management efforts through waste reduction, recycling, and 
production of waste containers, and 

Communicating to industry that the DOE is serious about economic conversion proposals. 

The DOE is encouraged to approve and hnd Stage I1 of the NCPP, and be recognized for its 
leadership in strengthening the national economy through the wise reuse of national resources. 

. #’ 
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6.0 Glossary of Acronyms 

ADM 
ALARA 
APCD 
Be 
Be-Al 
BNFL 
CAB 
CDPHE 
CERCLA 
CERFA 
COC 
D&D 
Decon 
DOE 
DP 
DU 
EG&G 
EIS 
EM 
EPA 
ES&H 
FOCI 
FTR 
GAO 
HLW 
W A C  
IAG 
IM/IRA 
INEL 
LLW 
LLMW 
M&O 
MM 
MSC 
M/S 
NCPP 
NEPA 
NPDES 
NRC 
NTS 
OCRWM 
OSHA 
OPSEC 

Action Description Memorandum 
As Low As Reasonably Achievable 
Air Pollution Control Division 
Beryllium 
Beryllium - Aluminum 
British Nuclear Fuels plc 
Citizens’ Advisory Board 
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act 
Corntaminant of Concern 
Decontamination and Decommissioning 
Decontamination 
U. S. Department of Energy 
Defense Production 
Depleted Uranium 
EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Environmental Management 
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Safety and Health 
Foreign Ownership, Control and Influence 
Final Technical Report 
General Accounting Office 
High Level Waste 
Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning 
Interagency Agreement 
Interim Measuresfinterim Remedial Action 
Idaho National Engineering Laboratory 
Low-Level Waste 
Low-Level Mixed Waste 
Management and Operations 
Million (a thousand thousand) 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
Mild Steel 
National Conversion Pilot Project 
National Environmental Policy Act 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
U. S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Nevada Test Site 
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
Operational Security 
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Pu 
RCRA 
RFETS 
RFFO 
RFLII 
RSM 
s/s 
SWEIS 
TCM 
TRU 
UK 
us 
WBS 
WSI 

-- 

Protected Distribution System 
Program Opportunity Notice 
Personnel Security Assurance Program 
Plutonium 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site 
Rocky Flats Field Office 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
Radioactively Contaminated Scrap Metal 
Stainless Steel 
Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement 
Technical Security; Countermeasures 
Transuranic Waste 
United Kingdom 
United States 
Work Breakdown Structure 
Wackenhut Services, Incorporated 
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1 
2 

0 7.0 Appendix 

Does the public support this project? 
What would happen if the agencies (or other players) should come to an 

3 
4 

_ _  
impasse? 
What other groups have concerns or questions? What are they? 
Are the roles and process of the Steering committee and Sounding board 

5 
6 
7 

I - -  - 
prior to any Stage I-decisions? 
Given the fact that the mission of the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board is 

- 

8 

acceptable to all? 
What about the Hall Amendment? 
How is the NCPP being integrated within DOE? 
What provision is being made for full public disclosure of all relevant 
information and full, open public debate regarding all aspects of the NCPP 

9 
10 

11 

12 

13 
14 
15 
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to advise DOE and its regulators regarding cleanup-related activities at Rocky 
Flats, what provision is being made to obtain advice regarding the NCPP from 
this board prior to any Stage One decisions? 
What is the record in terms of public accountability of MSC? 
MSC says it intends to utilize British Nuclear Fuels for some of the work to 
be done at Rocky FIats. Precisely what does MSC expect BNFL to do? 
What is BNFL's record in terms of public accountability and safe operating 
procedures? 
Does the public want private industrial operations at Rocky Flats that would 
include processing hazardous and radioactive materials? 
What will be the format to allow input on use of this facility for purposes 
beyond Stage III? 
Has the CAB formally been invited to participate in this discussion? 
When will there be public hearings on the project? 
Should the Steering committee request an independent assessment (outside of 
the British Nuclear Industry) of the health, safety and environmental aspects 
of the cleanup work performed by British Nuclear Fuels, Limited, at their 
Capenhurst, England facility? 
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10 
11 
12 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Martin Hestmark 

kocky Fiats Superfhnd site (including what is underthe buildings)? 
Can the EPA release "units" of a Supehnd site as they are cleaned up? 
Will a private operator be required to sign and be re.gulated by the IAG? 
How will DOE continue to comply with RCRA, CERCLA, CERFA, and IAG 

13 
14 
15 
16 

requirements during conversion aitivities? 
What is the regulatory framework for the administration of the project? 
How will the NCPP affect the re-evaluation of the IAG? 
What is the role of CERFA? 
Will indemnification be offered? How is the taxpayer protected? Will bonds 

17 

18 

I outleasing may occur? 
19 What official documentation is needed from CDWAPCD to legally proceed 

- -  - 
be issued for Stage III? 
If the property is to be sold, who will do research, assessment, and sign the 
certification that buildings are free from contamination so they can be 
transferred? 
Who will ensure regulator agreement regarding parcelization of the SuperfUnd 
site prior to Stage I11 so that negotiations for real property transfer or 

20 
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with Stages I1 and III? 
How will the Stage I11 contractor be evaluated as a PRP? 



National Conversion Pilot Project Final Technical Report Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 

,e ...- 

Are the buildings suitable for Rocky Flats waste storage? 
Are the buildings needed to comply with waste storage requirements? 
If so, are there alternatives to meet the requirements? 
Who is responsible for storage, treatment, and disposal of waste generated 
during cleanup of the buildings? 
Who is responsible for characterizing waste generated during cleanup and 

WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Steve Tarlton 

17 
part 6f the lease or contract language? 
Who will be liable for waste generated during private operations? 
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SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE - ENVIRONMENTAL, 
SAFETY & HEALTH 

STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Gary Francis 

What regulatory agency will have oversight? Are these rules adequate? What 
additional criteria should be added? 
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17 Can DOE obtain authorization from regulators to conduct permitting in Stage 
11 if the private company that wins Stage 111 contract modifies the 

- 
18 

19 
20 

21 

- 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

application? 
Who has the ultimate authority to decide where RFP's regulatory boundaries 
will be placed for NCPP? 
For what issues do we need agreement from CDWAPCD for planning? 
Would there be separate air permits for the NCPP operator? If not, how will 
compliance certifications, violations, and penalties be resolved? 
Will assessment activities need to include EPA and CDH requirements, such 
as a pretreatment permit for discharge to Sewage Treatment Plant (STP); 
separate monitoring requirements for the sewage system to enable discharge 
to STP if pretreatment permit is not required; special building air permits; and 
assurances that all potable water connections to NCPP buildings meet cross 
connections requirements, as well as the building system itself? 
If the regulators require RFP to be maintained as a "contiguous site under 
common control", with RFO signing permit applications, how would this 
affect RFP project oversight? From air permitting standpoint, would this be 
an advantage? From a NPDES permit compliance standpoint, would this be a 
disadvant aie? 
What relationships to other environmental permits are impacted? If NPDES 
and RCRA permit exceedances should occur and violation notices issued, 
how will disputes be resolved? 
Will preliminary permitting work bias the competitive nature of Stage I11 
bidding from some companies which may have otherwise competed? Would 
this work have to be delayed until bidding for Stage III? 
How many pre-permit application activities can occur since the Stage I11 
building occupants are not known? 
What are cost estimates by permit and what magnitude of permitting delays 
are expected? 
If NCPP workers are classified as radiation workers and not general public, 
how will this affect responses to the previous questions? 

31 

32 

publicparticipation in such? 
If private companies' employees are defined as members of the public for 
Stage 111, will this affect calculation of distance from each point source of air 
pollution to the plant boundary for APENS, the construction permit 
application and operating permit application? 
With NCPP participants being an NRC licensee, wouldn't NCPP employees 
be considered radiation workers for the purposes of promulgated workplace 
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33 

34 
35 

36 

How will site visits by the general public be handled if the NCPP workers are 
classified as radiation workers? 
Does NEPA apply to this project? How? 
How can we be sure it is safe to bring new workers onto the site without 
knowkg the full content of the Grand Jury report? (e.g., .How can MSC be 
sure it has access to all necessary information to make prudent business 
decisions since the Grand Jury reports are still secret? 
Will private operations generate more contamination and therefore require 
more cleanup? 

! e 
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12 

13 

SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE - SITE SUPPORT 
WORKING GROUP 

STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Gary Francis 

the pAvate Lompaniei located on DOE <roperty? 
What are the Rocky Flats Fire Department's responsibilities for emergency 
response to the private companies' buildings, including legal issues? 
How will costs for plant services such as medical exams, respirator training 

I companies, i.e., wilI local law enforcement aggncies have jurisdictions? 
11 What. if anv. are the urotective force resoonsibilities to respond to alarms of 

15 
16 

in IHSSS - utilities for eximple?' 
How will timely performance of EG&G site support services be assured? 
How will EG&G accommodate the private operator's space needs when there 

I and fitting, etc., be borne? 
14 Who will bear the cost if uarticiuant needs reuairs or additional construction 

17 

18 

19 

LO 

2 1  

is a current shortage of space on sit;? 
What priority does the equipment, furniture, and property have if it is not to 
be used now (before it is "made available" to the private operator) and should 
it be used for other DP and EM mission requirements before it is used for 
NCPP or economic development? 
How will EG&G account for all property to be used by the private operator 
during Stages I and I1 and how will this be documented in the agreement? 
Will the Stage I11 Real Estate lease need language on emergency services, 
utilities payment, liability due to nearby RCRA sites, special clearances, 
General Employee Training, building indoctrination's, and other requirements 
to an occupant in the 400 or 800 limited area or a site worker? If yes, how 
will this be administered? 
How will the "enclave issue", meaning that the private company will be 
surrounded by RFP be resolved? 
Should DOE be concerned and informed regarding Personnel Security 
Assurance Program (PSAP) issues that affezt private companies? 
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The Tempest Program could require additional emphasis due to close 
proximity of private operations. Will risk assessments need to be performed? 

23 
24 

i;vho wili evduate the-results to determine impact on DOE securi& posture? 
How will the Protected Distribution System (PDS) be evaluated for impact? 
Will a re-evaluation take place of Technical Security Countermeasures (TCM) 

25 

26 

27 

28 
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Program due to private companies' operations? 
Would a restriction on types of electronic equipment be necessary for private 
companies? 
How will a private operation fknction with the Operational Security (OPSEC) 
program? 
Is the fact that private companies may be occupying plant space adjacent to 
DOE security area a FOCI concern? 
How will ownership and management of nuclear material be administered 
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2 
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6 
7 
8 
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10 

11 
12 
13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 
20 
21 

BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Dennis Floyd 

What are the facility and equipment needs of the private operator? 
What are the private firm's operating costs during Stage I1 and III? 
What is the projected market for materials recycled at Rocky Flats? 
What is the time period a private operator can sustain a recycling business if 
materials are brought in from other facilities? 
What is the time period a private operator can sustain a recycling business 
using materials available only at Rocky Flats? 
What .. if . - the Stage 111 company goes out of business? Are the assumptions 
realistic? 
Can Stage I1 funding be assured? How can a two-year contract be signed? 
Has there been a long-term cost analysis of the entire project? 
Why not take the facilities and property through the traditional property 
disposal process? 
What are the advantages of a cooperative agreement for handling property 
issues? 
What are the benefits of proceeding with a lease arrangement? 
Could DOE sell scrap metal to private operators to process? 
Who will fund and be rewonsible for conducting quality and technical reviews 

- A  

of all project deliverable& 
How will ownership and management of precious metals be administered 
under the agreement? 
Who pays the cost? The taxpayers through DOE own both the facilities 
proposed for use (four buildings and equipment) and the material 
contemplated for recycling and employment in manufacture. What are the 
specific economic arrangements for rent and/or transfer of ownership of this 
material to a private operator and then for selling products back to DOE or to 
other buyers? Who gains? Who pays? Who loses? Who will provide an 
independent costhenefit analysis? 
What if the NCPP was limited only to use of RSM? What would the project 
look like, and how would it compare with the proposal to use Be and DU 
along with RSM? 
When MSC says in its Stakeholder's Response booklet what material to be 
used in its projected recycling/manufacturing operations will "come mostly 
from other DOE sites'' (p. 8, no. Cl), what is meant? What non-DOE 
sources will material come from? What sort of material? How much? For 
what purpose will this material be used? By whom will it be regulated in 
every step from procurement to transport to use in manufacture to delivery of 
products? 
What other communities/facilities are involved in or are affected by your 
project (for instance, as sources of material, or as located along transport 
routes, or as designated for waste disposal)? What is being done to inform 
the public in these communities and to involve them in assessment of risks 
they may face? 
What are the cost benefits for DOE if the building is re-utilized? 
Is the recycling process environmentally sound? 
What types of contaminated materials could be imported to Rocky Flats for 
use in private operations? 
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22 What is your rationale for importing large quantities of toxic or radioactive 
material onto the RFETS? What other options exist for dealing with this 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 
- 

33 
34 

- 
material elsewhere? 
Describe the materials coming onto the site in each phase. How much? In 

pilot project and thereafter? 
When will Stage I11 end? 
Will contaminated materials be imported in Stage III? How much? Will 

what form (rebar, sheets, i ngk ,  etc.)? How will it be packaged and 
transported? Where will it come from? What are the routes? What transport 
permits are required? 
Recent reports refer to health problems associated with exposure to depleted 
uranium in Iraq, among both US soldiers and Iraqi citizens. What do these 
reports reveal about the nature of this material? How do you justie bringing 
such material to Rocky Flats in large quantities when the site already has 
other toxic and radioactive materials in abundance? 
What is the contemplated product? Describe in detail. Is it related to DOE 
plans for underground disposal of radioactive waste? If so, where will the 
material be buried? What is the rationale for this method of disposing of 
radioactive waste? Does the fact of these hazards render this disposal method 
at best a questionabIe method? Has an EIS been conducted to determine the 
impact and feasibility of this method at the proposed disposal area? Given 
questions which continue to plague this approach to waste management, what 
is the justification for investing large sums of taxpayer money in this project? 
What are the exact processes proposed for recycling and manufacturing 
operations using Be, DU, and contaminated metals? What provision is being 
made for independent (non-DOE, non-MSC, non-EPA, non-CDH) analyses 
of any risks associated with these processes? 
Precisely what products are proposed for manufacture as part of the NCPP? 
What provision is being made for independent (non-DOE, non-MSC, non- 
EPA, non-CDH) analysis of any risks associated with these products? 
Will the private contractor be offered indemnification and if so, how? Has it 
already occurred? 
How will the final contractor be selected through the competitive process? 
Will it be awarded to the lowest bid or best qualified company? 
How long will private manufacturing continue beyond the pilot project? For 
how many years will the importation of material occur? 
Will the contracts between a private operator and DOE be open for public 
review before they are entered into? 
Who will hold the title for the buildings and the equipment throughout the 

35 

36 
37 
38 

depleted uranium be imported? 
Will there be a Stage IV for public review and discussion prior to the 
importation of any contaminated material for use in private manufacturing? 
Can the equipment be moved off site for use? 
Can the material be decontaminated elsewhere? 
Is there enough material on plant site to sustain private operator for a 5-year 
period beyond the end of Stage III? 

Revision 1 Page 74 NCPP - Stage I 
October 3 1. 1994 Final Technical Report 



National Conversion Pilot Project Final Technical Report Manufichhg Sciences Corporation 

1 39 

40 
41 
42 
43 

BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Dennis Floyd 

When well we know how much feed stock is available on site for private 
recycling operation? 
Will feed stock information be made available to the public during Stage I? 
What is BNFL's credibility to do such a job? 
Who will be liable for illnesses as a result of private operations? 
What are MSC's and BNFL's qualifications for doing what they propose for 
the NCPP? 

II 

1 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

What current workers will be available to the private operator in Stage II? 
What assurances will the private operator give to dislocated workers and the 
community to hire them? 
What is a "former" Rocky Flats worker? 
What are the training requirements for the private operator's activities? Who 
is responsible for the training? 
How will workers be transitioned from Stage I1 to Stage III? 
What percentage of workers to be hired will be Rocky Flats workers? 
What is the relationship between unions and the new employees? Will there 
be a fiiendly atmosphere toward labor? 
What effect will the NCPP have on the existing union at Rocky Flats? 
What retraining and transition assistance for Stage I1 and 111 will be received 

10 
by the workerswhen they are laid off, 
Can the DOE competitive process for Stage I11 include worker guarantees? 

- 

11 

II 

(e.g. preference fo; formeiRocky Flats workers) 
Will you provide training for Rocky Flats workers who do not already meet 
your job requirement? Do you contemplate hiring workers from outside the 
Rocky Flats workforce? Do you expect to bring workers to Rocky Flats from 
elsewhere? What numbers of workers do you expect to employ? How many 
from Rocky Flats? How many from elsewhere? What provision Will you 
make for health coverage for current Rocky Flats workers who may work for 
you? Will current Rocky Flats workers be able to transfer their collective 
bargaining agreements intact to your operation? 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 The National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) utilized a number of different groups in resolving 
issues concerning its stakeholders. These included a Sounding Board composed of several public 
organizations and interest groups, a Steering Committee composed of those most responsible for 
the Project, and six Subcommittees composed of representatives from various groups, but with 
appropriate knowledge as required by the specific Subcommittee. 

2.0 Board, Steering Committee and Subcommittee Summary 

The issue identification and resolution process was done as follows. Stakeholders were 
invited to identlfj. issues through a broad array of methods, including public meetiings, 
NCPP representatives meeting with Stakeholder organizations, and individuals working on 
issue resolutions who recognized related issues that had not surfaced previously. The public 
outreach subcommittee worked with the DOE to maintan a log of of all issues raised and 
track their status during the resolution process. The log did not attribute the issues to 
individuals so as to assure objective answers and maximize the chance of issues surfacing. 
The Steering Committee then assigned each issssue to its member serving as the liaison to 
the subcommittee that could most reasonably repond to the issue. The subcommittee 
tasked a member to investigate each issue and prepare a draft response. The Draft was 
then reviewed by the full subcommittee, modified or accepted, and forwarded to the 
Steering Committee. The Steering Commmittee provided the Draft responses to the 
Sounding Board at least a week before convening a meeting with the Sounding Board to 
review the proposed responses. At this meeting, the Steering Committee solicited the 
reaction of Sounding Board members to the responses and also provided their own 
reaction. Any changes proposed by the Sounding Board or Steering Committee were 
referred back to the Subcommittee to be sure there was agreement. After reaching closure 
with the Subcommittees, the Steering Commmitee the, operating by consensus, accepted 
the responses for release to the public. The responses were edited into a common format 
prior to release to the public reading rooms on June 8, 1994. 

Subcommittee subjects included the human resources, site support services, environmental 
restoration, waste management, public outreach, and business plan areas of the project. The 
Subcommittees were responsible for reviewing issues assigned by the Steering Committee and 
preparing proposed resolutions based on each member's expertise in the s p d c  areas. 

Each Board, Committee and Subcommittee meeting was preceded by distribution of an agenda 
to it's members. Meeting minutes recorded the discussion, action items and resolutions for each 
of the groups. A more detailed account of each group's purpose and meetings follow. Specific 
meeting minutes for each group can be found in the Appendices at the end of this report. 

2.1 Sounding Board 

The Sounding Board was first convened on February 1,1994, held its second meeting on March 
30, and its final meeting on May 24. It is an informal public focus group consisting of 

NCPP - Stage I Page 5 



representatives &om community organizations, including city governments and environmental, 
business and economic development groups. 

The Sounding Board is intended to provide feedback to the Steering Committee to help iden@ 
issues and assess the adequacy of issue closure through the end of Stage I. The Sounding Board 
agreed to meet on an ad hoc basis during Stage II should the project conhue. 

For the most part, issues were submitted for concurrent review to the Sounding Board by the 
Steering Committee for two reasons. First, concurrent reviews helped mitigate prejudicial 
judgment by the Steering Committee or the Subcommittees. Second, parallel reviews reduced 
the amount of time required to conduct the reviews and resolve the issues. 

The Sounding Board's meeting minutes are shown in Appendix A 

2.2 steering committee 

The Steering committee first met in mid-summer of 1993. Meetings originally cectered around 
Project organization and administration including formation of the Soundmg E id, Steering 
Committee, and Subcommittees format. Included in the Steering C o m r n h ~  - xarter was the 
goal of ensuring a meaningikl public involvement process and representation of their respective 
organizations on decisions regardmg the Project. This included deciding u hen sigdcant 
concerns have been adequately addressed. The Steering Committee advises the DOE Rocky 
Flats Office on the desirability to proceed with the Project fiom stage to stage. 

The Steering Committee originally consisted of more than ten organizations and meetings 
typically included 30 or more people. In order to improve its effdveness, the Steering 
Committee membership was reduced to only representatives of those organizations that had a 
sigdicant impact on the Project, or those that were sigmficantly impacted by the Project. This 
included the Department of Energy (DOE), EG&G, MandaCturing Sciences Corporation 
(MSC), Colorado Department of Health (CDH), Environmental Protection Agency @A), 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII), the Governor's Office of Business Development 
and the United Steel Workers of America, Local 803 1. The USWA decided in early May to 
re& its role on the Sounding Board rather than on the Steering Committee. The Steering 
Committee Charter does not allow an organization to be represented on both. Only one 
representative of each Steering Committee organization were allowed to attend a given meeting. 

This scheme promoted familiarity, consistency and open exchanges among its members. This 
turned out to be a key element in the success of Stage I. 

The Steering Committee's meeting minutes are shown in Appendix B. 

2.3 Human Resources Subcommittee 

The Human Resources Subcommittee consisted of representatives of DOE, EG&G, MSC, 
BNFL Inc. (MSC's subcontractor), and the United Steel Workers of America. A total of 11 
issues were considered by the Subcommittee. 
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This Subcommittee formed two working groups, one to focus on environment, health and de t y  
issues and the other to focus on site support services. The goal is to make the NCPP's business 
environment as similar to an off-site business as possible. However, its physical location at 
Rocky Flats necessitates some formal ties with the site infrastructure, such as water, fire 
protection and security services. 

A major issue facing the Subcommittee was how and when MSC or the private operator will 
assume support and maintenance activities for the NCPP buildings. These activities are currently 
being perfomed by EG&G, the site M & 0 contractor. Other Subcommittee issues concerned 
liability in the event of property damage or personal injury, responsibilities for plant services such 
as medical care and respirators, and the NCPP's equipment and space needs. 

The main Stage I Subcommittee issue was to compile a Est of Rocky Hats workers avaiIabIe to 
be hired as the Project proceeds to Stage IT. Displaced workers and those at risk to be laid of€ 
would have the first priotity in the hiring process. 

The issue of whether a current Rocky Flats employee wishing to work for the private operator 
can be hired was also a d d r d .  Other Subcommittee issues included training, the relationshiip 
between NCPP and the Rocky Flats unions, and how safety and health requirements would be 
met. 

The Subcommittee's meeting minutes are shown in Appendix C. 

2.4 Site Support Services subcommittee 

The Site Support Services Subcommittee consisted of representatives of DOE, EG&G, MSC, 
Wackenhut Services, Inc. (WSI), United GuarddSecurity Officers of America (UGSOA), and 
BNFIL Inc. A total of 64 issues were considered by the Subcommittee. 

The Subcommittee's meeting minutes are shown in Appendix D. 

2.5 Environmental Restoration Subcommittee 

The Environmental Restoration Subcommittee consisted of representatives f7om the EPA, CIIY 
DOE, EG&G, MSC and BNFL Inc. A total of 20 issues were considered by the Subcommittee. 

Potential interference between economic development and environmental restoration activities, 
responsibilities and criteria for cleanup of the buildings prior to private operations, and 
compliance with environmental regulations during the pilot project were important issues which 
were addressed by the Subcommittee. 

Compliance with two major environmental laws, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEIPA) 
and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLtI), 
were studied. Current DOE policy is to comply with both NEPA and CERCLA by combining 
documentation requirements for both Statutes into one document. The Steering Committee is 0 

- 
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specifically interested in using a modified Interim Measurdhtexk Remedial Action (IM/IRA) 
document to comply with both NEPA and CERCLA requirements. 

The Subcommittee's meeting minutes are shown in Appendix E. 

2.6 Waste Management Subcommittee 

The Waste Management Subcommittee consisted of representatives itom CDH, DOE, EG&G, 
MSC and BNFL Inc. A total of 17 issues were considered by the Subcommittee. 

The issues of potential interference between economic development and cleanup or waste 
management activities, especially in terms of waste storage capacities at Rocky Flats, types and 
volumes of waste generated by NCPP activities, and responsibilities for waste were of primary 
concern to the Subcommittee. 

Portions of the NCPP buildings may be utilized for low level andor low level mixed waste 
generated in Stage II. The waste generated during Stage II would be considered DOE waste 
and, $necessary, could be stored in available Rocky Flats storage areas. Waste generated during 
Stage III would be the responsibility of the private operator. 

The Waste Management Subcommittee did not take written meeting minutes. 

2.7 Public Outreach Subcommittee 

The Public Outreach Subcommittee consisted of representatives from the EPA, DOE, the 
Governor's Office of Business Development, CDw-EG&G, MSC and RFLE. A total of 14 
issues were considered by the Subcommittee. 

The &st task for the Subcommittee was to design a public involvement plan for Stages I and IT. 
The plan, which was designed to be flexible to accommodate changes as the Project evolves, 
provides for the community Sounding Board, public information meetings and a formal public 
comment process. In addition, the Subcommittee is tasked with evaluating the level of 
community acceptance for economic development at Rocky Flats during Stage I. 

The Public Subcommittee outreach did not take written meeting minutes. 

2.8 Business PIan Subcommittee 

The Business Plan Subcommittee consisted of representatives fiom DOE, EG&G, MSC and the 
Governor's Office of Business Development. A total of 43 issues were considered by the 
Subcommittee. 

A key question in the conversion process addressed by the Subcommittee was whether a 
competitive economic and regulatory environment can be created at a DOE facility, allowing an 
on-site private business to effectively compete with off-site businesses. To create a competitive 
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atmosphere, DOE regulatory and oversight roles were examined by the Subcommittee relative to 
conversion to iden* and eliminate duplicative and unnecessary practices. 

Another important issue addressed by the Subcommittee was determining the benefits the project 
could bring versus the costs of continuing it. MSC has conducted a preliminary market analysis 
that supports the Project as economically feasible on the basis of material supply and product 
demand. MSC also conducted a preliminary cost/benefit analysis of the entire Project during 
Stage I. 

The Subcommittee researched how long a recycling business could be sustained with materials 
fiom Rocky Flats feedstock and, alternatively, from other sites. Other issues included 
management and ownership of marketable materials such as beryfium, and regulation and 
transport of  materials fiom other sites, including notification to affected communities. 

The Subcommittee's meeting minutes are shown in Appendix G. 
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Appendix A 

Sounding Board Minutes 
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, National Conversion PiIot Project Sounding Board 
February 1,1994 Meeting N o h  

The f - t  meeting of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Sounding Board was Catled to 
order at 430  p.m. The foIloWing members were in artcndancc: 

Dennis Wise, Unitcd Stcclworkm of America; Mike Simmons, Rocky Flats employee: Kathy 
scfmoo~, City of Bmmficld; Joanne Contc, City of Arvada; Luanne Aublc, Jcffcrson County 
Coalition of Chambers; Tom Rauch, Amcrican Friends Services Committee; Tom Marshall, 
Rocky Mountain Peace Center; Don Dunshec, Jefferson Economic Council; Ron Harlan, 
CANDID, Sam h i o n ,  city of Wcsrminster. m a r e ;  Amy Marlowc, CANDID. S&xhg 

Mdrk Van Dcr Puy, Depamnent of Energy, Rocky Flats offict (DOE-WO); Steve 
TUlmG Colorado Department of Hcalth; Manin Hestmark, Enviromcntal Prowtion Agcnv, 
Dennis Floyd, hkufacturing Scicnces Corporation; David Navarro, United Stcellworkers Of 
Am$ca; Ti Heaton, ROCQ Hats Local Imp3cts Initiative; Gary Francis, EG&G R O W  Flats, 1 - Rob Hennckc, Envimnniental Protection Agency; Tcrtsa 

c 

Mikulsky, EG&G Rocky Fiats. 

ti0q 

Dennis Floyd, Vice President of Manufacruring Scienccs Corpodon (MSC) and C h h a n  of 
the N e P  steering Committee, made inu&uctory remarks and invited paniCipants to introduce 
themselves, He gave a brief history and update on the NCPP, and xn cxplanation of what the 
StetXing Commiftce hoped the Sounding Board would provide, Hc explained that S tagc 1 of the 
projcct had no1 officially begun, although the Steering Cormnitree is doing some preliminary 
work. Dennis Floyd also said if the project continues into S tagc 2, Sounding Board members 
could determine the nccd for continued meetings, 

A representative from &e Rocky Mounrain peace Center asked if Dennis Hoyd had p a d  out 
t0 the Sounding Board a letter hc had writren about his organbation partidpacing in the group. 
Dennis Floyd said he had not; that he planned to discuss it at thc meeting. Tbc npI.ese?tanve 
from the Rocky Mountain Pcace Ccnter explained the organization would accept a poslnon on 
the Sounding Board only if subslzindve public involvement were ensured. Hc said hc would 
decide after this meeting. He also asked whcthw: thc Sounding Board or the Stechg Cornmitee 
would dcfmc the Sounding Board's role. 

Dennis Floyd discusscd the fornation and purpose of be S ~ r i n g  Committee and the role for the 
Sounding Board in more detaiL He said the Sounding Board was free to change or add to its 
d e .  It Was suggested thar thc Sounding Board meet at least two mon times during Stage 1 1.0 
p r d d c  public fcedback befm a Cooperative Agreement was signed between the DOE and thc 
contractor, MSC (thc Cooperative Agrcenienr is a contractual agreement outlining the p h a '  
nsponsibiliries for Stagc 1 and S tagc 2, if applicable). A timeline was presented far stage 1, 
oudining the inmction between tht Steering Committee and the Sounding Board through the 
months of March and April, inchding a pubic infr;rrroation niecting schcdulcd t o w d  thC and of 
Stage 1. 

The &Sue was raised thar rhc schedule did not allow adequatc time for public =view and 
commcnr on the project Thc Citizens Advisory Board's role in this projcct was a h  questiond 

.> 
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Dennis Floyd discussed public involvement for the project over thc past year, including 
httdw~ with b y  aakcholdcrs and presentarions 8t two Rocky Flats monthly pubIic-mdngs. 
Mark Van Dcr Puy, DOEYRFO, said the DOE has committed to complete Stagc 1 m a tuncly 
fashion and that members of the S tccring Comittcc have agreed to a 9O-day duration for Smgc 
1. Another S&g Commiutt member said the commince considered asking the Citizen's 
AdvkV Board to act as its Sounding Board, but at thc time public involvcmcnr was bchg 
planned, it was not completely organized. The Steering Cotnmitree dtcidcd it needed to proceed 
with development of the Sounding Board immcdiarely , Dcnnis Floyd dso explained hat a 
formal public comment process wiU occur in Stage 2, It is not known yet what regulatory 
framework will drive formal pubfic comment (CERCLA or NEPA). 

It WaS stated that an invitation had been cxtendcd to the Citizen's Advisory Board to P W ~ ~ C ~ P R K C  
on the Steering Committee BS a full mcmbes. The Citizen's Advisory Board has not yet 
T n d d  A member of the Steering Committee who is also a member of thc Citizen's 
Admsory Board said he has informed the Citizn's Advisory Board of the status and activities o€ 
the Stcerhg Commite He distributed infomadon to the citizen's Advisor: 1 :aril a1 its 
meeting and also dismbuted copies of MSC's proposal to the six original rn~=~::rs of the 
Citizen's Advisory Board, 

A question was raised about how Stagc 1 and 2 activities will affect the c h n u p  mission of 
RockyFlsts? 

Dennis Floyd said this question will be answered in Stage 1, the feasibility study portion of thc 
project. To address issues such BS this in Stagc 1, thc Steering Comminee hes commed several 
working groups focused on specific topics such 8s wmc management, environmental restoration, 
public outreach, and human resources. The Steering Committee expccts to have e wasc 
management plan pnparcd and sent to the Sounding Board for rcvicw and comment prior the 
next meeting. 

NCPP overv iex 

Dermis Fhyd gavc a brief presentation on thc NCPP. IIe disc~sscd the sxagts of rhe project, the 
players, the proposed products to be manufacrund, the proposed materials to be used in the 
process. and the =-hiring of Rocky Flats workers. Hc also staccd chis projccr could serve as a 
model for convexxion projects complex-wide. 

A question was raiscd about importation of contaminated mcral to Rocky Flats fmm other Sites. 
A member of the Sounding Board smrd Rocky Flats "is not a metal factory." 

D c d  Floyd said a1 this time, the answer to this question is unknown. During Srage 1, the 
-81s at Rocky Fiats will be invcnroricd and the quantity af niartrial necdcd to pI.ocetd with 
the project will be determined. This information will bc shared with he public. The S tCning 
ComminCe wlu consider public fccdback on this issue in making a decision about importation of 
matends from other sites. It wa6 also stared that any irnportcd mateirds would bc decoa= 
taminated to acceptable regdared lcvtls bcforc k i n g  transported to Rocky Flats. A suggestion 
was ma& by a Sounding Board member &at Rocky f i t s  not accept matcrials udcss they meet 
specific standards. Another S U ~ ~ ~ S U O R  was madc to cstablish a limit on the quannty of metals 

- be hponcd ID Rocky Rats. 

A question was raised about who wodd be rcsponsibk for waste generated by this project and 
how it would be disposed. 

I 
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Dennis Fioyd said that wastc gcncratcd during Stage 2 wouId be low lcvcl wste and DOE would 
bc the responsible pany. The contractd manufacturer for Stage 3 would have the responsibility 
for waste gcncratcd during private opcrations. 

n- 

Presentations were made by Steering Committee rnembcrs on potcntial NCPP issues ideatifki 
by the Steering Committee. "hex: ~ ~ S U C S  have k n  gathered ova the past ycar from CDH, WA 
DOE, and vanous stakchoIdm and community p u p s .  The Sounding B o d  was asked f~ 
comment and add to these issues. 

Following ate the issues added by the Sounding Board: 

Health & Safcty: . What rules and regulations mer the importation of contaminated 
materials? What regulatory agency will have oversight? 

Ehniin ResourCes: 

. 

What is the rclationship bctwccn unions and new employees? Will there 
be a friendly armosphcrc roward hbod Whar effect will the NmP have 
on thc existing union at Rocky Flats? 

How will the NCPP affect the re-evaluation of the Interagcncy 

Whu would happen if rhc agencies (or other players) should come to an 
impasse? 

Environmental 
Restoration: Agreement? 

Gencral: 

Thc Sounding Board was invired to send addiuonal cornmen ts, questions, or issues tu Teresa 
Mkulsky at 966-5594 (Fax: 9666153) or Tim Hcamn at 940-6090 (Fax: 940-6088), 

The next meeting was scheduled 4:OO to 6;OO p.rn,, Tuesday, March 1, at the officcs of the Rock7 
Hats Local Impacts Initiative. Thc mccting was adjourned at 6:OO p.m. 



National Conversion Pilot Project Sounding Board 
March 30,1994 Meeting Notes 

The second meeting of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Sounding Board was called 
to order at 4: 10 p.m. The following members were in attendance: 

Joanne Conte, City of Arvada; Ron Harlin, CANDID; Luanne Auble, Jefferson County Coalition 
of Chambers; Don Dunshee, Jefferson Economic Council; Ken Korkia, Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Commission; Sam Dixion, City of Westminster. SteerinP Committee: Steve Tarlton, Colorado 
Department o f  Health; Ken Brakken (for Mark Van Der h y ) ,  Department of Energy, Rocky 
Flats Field Office; Rob Henneke(for Martin Hestmark), Environrnentz! T"- - *  .ction Agency; 
Dennis Floyd, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation; Rick Wilson, (2:': -2 :  :he Governor; Tim 
Heaton, Rocky Hats Local Impacts Initiative; Gary Francis, EG&G Roci, rlats. Public 
Outreach Workinp Group : Teresa Mikulsky, EG&G Rocky Flats; Joelk Klein, DOE-RFFO 
Contractor. 

Introduction 

Rick Wilson, the newly appointed State Director for Defense Conversion and Retention, 
delivered the introductory remarks. He reiterated the Sounding Board's mission as he understood 
it and stressed that this Board was an "adjunct to and not exclusive of other public participation 
vehicles." He also stated that he felt the Sounding Board was best utilized as a focus group and 
not as a group to set policy. 

He further stressed that the Office of the Governor has only approved Stage I at this time. He 
stated that if there were any reasons why this project should not proceed (i.e. regulatory issues or 
public acceptance), the Governor would puil his support for this project. He urged Board 
members to relay the message to their groups that the Steering Committee is not trying to " r a m  
this project down anyone's throat." 

0 

He explained that the Steering Committee expected the Sounding Board to meet at least three 
more times in the next 90 days. To accommodate time constraints, the Steering Committee will 
try to make sure that information flows to them on a regular basis for them to review. 

Video Presentations 

Dennis Floyd, Vice President of Manufacturing Sciences Corporation and Chairman of the 
National Conversion Pilot Project Steering Committee, introduced the video presentation and 
asked the Board to give their opinion on whether they thought it was presentable to show the 
public at the April 6 public information meeting. 

Comments and questions on the National Conversion Pilot Project video included: 

IS everything we saw going to happen in Stage I? (the video showed footage of a proposed 
building and equipment to be used for the project, not necessarily in Stage I) 
The overall general public will be overwhelmed and unable to understand the video. 
The narration went too fast and it was difficult to comprehend. 
The radiation testing by technicians might be "scary" for the public to witness. 
Consider using computer-generated images to explain what the machines will do. C' 
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It was agreed that the video would not add to the public's understanding of this project and that it 
should not be shown at the April 6 meeting. 

Steve Tarlton, Colorado Department of Health Steering Committee member, made the comment 
that what struck him the most during the tour was the amount of machinery that would become 
waste if the project does not proceed. This generated a discussion of how much waste would 
result if the project did not proceed. A board member suggested that it would be an interesting 
statistic to cite exactly how much waste would result. For example, would the waste fit into a 
landfill the size of New Jersey? Someone suggested using a comparison that would be familiar 
to the community. For example, would the waste fit into 10 Mile High stadiums. 

Rick Wilson pointed out that it would not be a landfill, but would actually be a repository, like 
the Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP), which would make it even more difficult to dispose of 
than dumping the waste into a landfill. 

The next video the board watched was media coverage of Secretary O'Leary's visit, which lead to 
a discussion of having more stakeholders tour the buildings to witness the project first hand. 
Dennis Floyd then invited the group to participate in the same tour of Building 883 that the 
Energy Secretary experienced. Rick Wilson recommended the tour to the group because it 
would give them the opportunity to look and see the equipment that is proposed to be used 
during the conversion process, as opposed to just reading about it. 

Teresa Mikulsky, a member of the Public Outreach Working Group, made the point that the 
same offer must be given to all groups. It was decided that the Rocky Flats Local Impacts 
Initiative (RFLII) board and the Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) be invited as well. April 5 from 
1-4 p.m. was the designated time and date. 

ProDosed Issue Resolution Discuss ion 

Gary Francis, Steering Committee liaison for the Site Support Services Working Group, made a 
presentation on the Issue Resolution Process and the documents that the Board received in the 
mail. He stated that at this point, the Steering Committee has not identified any issues that do 
not have a resolution path. Some need more time to resolve, others need more money to 
accomplish, but none are unresolvable. 

One board member commented that he liked the format of the documents and that it was clear 
that there was thought behind the process. He also stated that the blank pages he first noted in 
the Waste Management reports, due to cross-referencing, "annoyed him." But, it turned out to 
be OK because the first paper that most of them referred to was a comprehensive answer to the 
other issues. 

A Steering Committee member interjected and expiained that some issues are more complicated 
than others and will take two or three working groups coming together to resolve. Another 
Board member asked where these issues came from. Gary Francis explained that two years ago 
when economic development was first proposed , the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
(RFLII) began a process to solicit issues from stakeholder groups regarding possible economic 
development projects. 

Another Board member noted that there was a lot of "beaurocratese" in these documents and 
from the language in them, it sounded like it would take until the year 2000 before a contractor 
could come in and actually start recycling. This Board member was also concerned about the 

e 
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retraining of workers. She questioned why workers would have to be retrained, if they were laid 
off EG&G workers. Gary Francis explained that they would only be retrained with respect to the 
recycling project. 

This Board member also suggested that utility meters be put in place so that at  the end of Stage I, 
no party receives an unreasonable energy bill for support services that are not necessarily 
attributed to it. A comment was made regarding the issue of using EG&G's equipment inventory 
program. It was stated that in the public's eyes, EG&G has a terrible inventory program, and that 
it should not be stated that this project will use this program. 

A Board member questioned whether DOE would reevaluate the waste storage situation in five 
years. He also asked whether the buildings in question would be better storage facilities if the 
machinery was removed. A Steering Committee member replied that the surplused machinery 
would be considered waste that would have to be stored anyway. He also added that anything 
done on this project will be consistent with ongoing waste operations and regulations. 

A board member questioned what the procedures for waste storage and disposal would be and 
who would be responsible for it during Stages I1 and III. A Steering Committee member 
explained that the majority of waste will be generated during Stage I1 and that DOE planned to 
store this waste in designated waste storage buildings on an interim basis. The waste generated 
in Stage lII will be considered commercial waste and can be shipped to a commercial disposal 
facility that has already been identified. The Board member suggested that the Stage III 
contractor sign an agreement with DOE that the waste generated in Stage 11 will be out of the 
buildings before commercialization begins. It was then explained that DOE will still be the 
landlord after Stage III and that when this project ends the buildings will go back to DOE for 
ultimate disposition. 

A Board member suggested a site support issue be changed to read the "future contractor will be 
billed by DOE" instead of "MSC will be billed by EG&G for support services." 

Auril6 Pub lic Information MeetinP Sugpestions 

The last item discussed was the April 6 public information meeting. Dennis Floyd read the 
proposed agenda and asked the Board members to comment. The Board approved of the agenda 
which includes a general discussion of the stages and the project, an explanation from each 
Steering Committee member on who they are and why they are involved in this project, and a 
question and answer session. Beth Brainard-fordan, Director of the Office of Communications, 
will act as facilitator. A Board member asked what the Steering Committee wanted the 
Sounding Board to do at this meeting. The response was, attend the meeting and available to 
answer questions. A Steering Committee member suggested that a hand out of the Sounding 
Board members be available at the meeting. 

Wrau-uu Remarks 

TWO members not able to attend the Sounding Board meeting corresponded to the Steering 
Committee and asked that the Citizens Advisory Board be invited to review all stages of this 
project. Tim Heaton, Steering Committee liaison for the Public Outreach Working Group, 
announced that he spoke with Carol O'Dowd from the CAB and she explained that the CAB did 
not want to take a position for or against the NCPP at this time, but wanted to operate more like a 

-2  fact finding group. 
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Rick Wilson asked the Sounding Board for suggestions on how to increase the public's 
awareness of  this project. He also said that he will eventually ask the members to provide the 
Steering Committee with the opinion of their respective groups' on this project. 

One Board member asked for a press release or fact sheet to bring back to her organization. 
Another Board member stated that he felt that there will be community members who will be 
philosophically opposed to this project and will never agree and that the Steering Committee 
should not get "hung up" on this and just move forward. 

The next Sounding Board meeting was set for April 27, from 3-5 pm, at the RFLII office. 



National Conversion Pilot Project Sounding Board 
April 27,1994 Meeting Notes 

The third meeting of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Sounding Board was called 
to order at 3:lO p.m. The following members were in attendance: 

Joanne Conte, City of Arvada; Ron Harlan, CANDID; Ken Korkia, Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Commission; Sam Dixion, City of Westminster; Dave Navarro, United Steelworkers of America; 
Tom Rauch, American Friends Service Committee. Stee rinP committee: Steve Tarlton, 
Colorado Department of Health; Mark Van Der Puy, Department of Energy, Rocky Flats Field 
Office; Dennis Floyd, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation; Rick Wilson, Office of the 
Governor; Tim Heaton, Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative; Gary Francis, EG&G Rocky Flats. 
Public Outreach Subcom mi ttee : Teresa Mikulsky, EG&G Rocky Flats; Joelle Klein, DOE-RFFO 
Contractor. 

Introduct ion and Issue Resolution Discussion 

Tim Heaton, Steering Committee Liaison to the Public Outreach Subcommittee, opened the 
meeting with the suggestion of foregoing the agenda and having an informal discussion of the 
issue resolution documents that were mailed to the Sounding Board for review. Board members 
present concurred. 

Following this decision, an announcement was made regarding a letter from Dave Navarro, 
United Steelworkers Union, to Dennis Floyd, Vice President of Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation and Chair of the National Conversion Pilot Project Steering Committee, explaining 
that the Steelworkers Union would prefer a seat on the Sounding Board as opposed to the 
Steering Committee. 

A Sounding Board member began the discussion of the issue resolution documents by asking a 
general question regarding references to EG&G Rocky Flats throughout the reports. He wanted 
to know how the Steering Committee was going to deal with the possibility of a new 
contractor(s) (EG&G Rocky Flats contract is up for renewal in December 1995). A Board 
member suggested that an explanatory paragraph should be added into the final issue resolutions 
report stating all references to EG&G performing work would apply to the subsequent 
contractor(s). 

A Board member wanted Environmental Safety & Health (ES&H) &sue Resolution #27 clarified 
to explain workers and public health and safety measures with respect to radiological exposure. 
He also wanted to know what was meant by "boundaries" in ES&H #18. Did it refer to 
buildings, fences, or the whole complex? Is "physical boundary" different from "regulatory 
boundary"? What are the NCPP's boundaries? 

Steve Tarlton, Colorado Department of Health Steering Committee Member, explained that 
different regulatory boundaries existed for different permits and different permits will have 
different boundaries, but he did acknowledge that the issue and issue resolution options needed 
further clarification. 

There were several questions regarding the meaning of various acronyms. The Steering 
Committee stated that future issue resolution forms would be void of acronyms. The following 
acronyms and phrases were defmed: 

The Tempest Program: a program to prevent electronic surveillance ../ 



FOCI: Foreign Ownership and Control Influence. This referred to British Nuclear Fuels Limited 
(BNFL), a British owned company to be subcontracted by MSC during Stage II 
A positive FOCI determination allows BNFL to work on the site as the MSC subcontractor 
APEN: Air Pollutant Emission Notice 

Referring to Human Resources issues, a Board member asked if the health benefits for the MSC 
hired workers will be comparable to EG&G and DOE benefits. Dennis Floyd replied that this 
was not known yet, but that the benefits would probably be consistent with what regional private 
businesses offer. 

General comments on the issue resolution documents were that the issues and the responses were 
clear and one Board member commended the Steering Committee for taking on so many issues. 
The Board also agreed that the NCPP informational update was "a good idea and well done." 

General NCPP Discussion and 0 uestions 

A Board member asked if the NCPP planned on using materials from Rocky Fiats that have been 
contaminated at one time, and, if so, to what degree of contamination. Steve Tarlton explained 
that a Radioactive Materials Control License will have to be issued to the Stage IT1 contractor 
and that this license will determine contamination limits and how much waste MSC, or the future 
contractor, can stockpile at any given time. Dennis Floyd explained that the amount of waste 
materials existing at Rocky Flats has yet to be determined. 

A Board member asked if MSC, or the future contractor, plans on buying the scrap material from 
DOE. A Steering Committee member explained that they were working on a proposal whereby 
the scrap metal would be purchased on consignment (when the contractor sold the product, DOE 
would receive payment). Mark Van Der Puy spoke about another proposed idea -- to give the 
money from this project back to the community. Normally the money for the scrap materials and 
the building lease would go back to the Federal Government and into the Federal Treasury. 

A Board member stated that he was very concerned that the money for the NCPP may be coming 
from the workforce restructuring budget and could severely impact the money needed for laid-off 
workers. He said that he would like to see a budget breakdown indicating budget sources for 
Stage II. 

The Steering Committee restated their understanding that the funding for this project would 
come from the Bob DeGrasse Community Transition fund at Headquarters. However, the 
Committee admitted there is a great deal of confusion on funding. It was agreed that a new issue 
should be added requesting confirmation before moving forward. 

Tim Heaton asked the Board if they thought the issue resolution report would be useful or of 
interest to the public or if the volume would be overwhelming for the public to review. A Board 
member stated that reviewing these reports turned out to be more rigorous than he originally 
imagined because of the volume of issues. Another Board member said that he thought the 
response sheets were well done and understandable, for the most part. The Board agreed that all 
issue response documents should be made available to the public in reading rooms. A Board 
member pointed out that if you only make some of the issue response documents available, the 
public will become suspicious as to why they all were not made available. The Steering 
Committee agreed to make the reports in final draft form available at the reading rooms. One 
Board member also asked that the Cooperative Agreement be attached to the final package to be 
sent to the reading rooms. 



Wrap-up 

A Board member requested a two-page update of the progress of the project including the status 
of the issue resolution process. Other Board members said the two page fact sheet and 
informational update were sufficient if kept up to date. This board member also suggested that 
the Steering Committee make an effort to get more "people people" to these meetings as opposed 
to just professional activists. She mentioned that as a city council member, she has time on the 
public access channel and that her staff would be willing to let the NCPP Steering Committee 
use that time to report on the NCPP. 

Steve Tarlton responded to this Board member by explaining that the opportunity for the "real" 
public to learn and comment on this project has been extended. If the public is hearing 
something that they are not interested in, then they usually do not respond. Another Board 
member said that the "general" public probably is not that interested in the project. 

Another Board member suggested that a NCPP video be presented to the local city councils to 
inform them of the project and ask them to notify their constituencies. One Board member said 
that her city council did not want to know all of the details about the project and trusted her to 
tell them what they needed to know to take a position on the project. 

Dave Navarro announced that there would be an NCPP presentation to the Citizens Advisory 
Board on Thursday, May 5 at 6:45 pm at the Westminster City Hall. 

One Board member stated that the stand alone public information meeting on April 6 went well. 

Joelle Klein, Public Outreach Subcommittee, notified the Board that the Steering Committee 
was going to offer another tour to the Sounding Board, and the public, of Building 883 and 
wanted to know what day and time would be most convenient for the Board. Joelle took the 
action to coordinate dates with interested parties. 

The next meeting was set for May 24, from 3- 5 pm, at the RFLII office. 

e 
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National Conversion Pilot Project Sounding Board 

May 24, 1994 Meeting Notes 

The fourth meeting of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Sounding Board was called 
to order at 3: 15 p.m. The following members were in attendance: 

Ronald Harlan, CANDID; Tom Rauch, American Friends Service Committee; David Navarro, 
United Sreel Workers Union; Joanne Conte, City of Arvada; Luanne Auble, Jefferson County 
Coalition of Chambers; Don Dunshee, Jefferson Economic Council; Ken Horkia, Rocky Flats 
Cleanup Commission; Sam Dixion, City of Westminster. Steering Co mmittee; Steve Tarlton, 
Colorado Department of Health; Rob Henneke (for Martin Hestmark), Environmental Protection 
Agency; DeAnne Butterfield (for Tim Heaton), Rocky Rats Local Impacts Initiative; Gary Francis, 
EG&G Rocky Flats; Dennis Floyd, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation; John Moms (for Mark. 
Van Der Puy), Department of Energy Rocky Flats Field. Public Outreac h Suhco mmitteg Joelle 
Klein, DOE-RFFO Contractor. 

* 

Jntroduct ion 

Steve Tarlton, Colorado Department of Health Steering Committee Member, began the meeting by 
asking the Board what they thought were the "showstopper" issues and which questions they felt 
have not been adequately answered. The following issues were identified by the Board as the 
"showstopper" issues: 

1. Is the National Conversion Pilot Project the highest and best use of the buildings? Are they 
needed for waste storage? 
2. How are workers and the public going to be adequately protected? 
3. If we don't fully know the dangers of the past, how can you justify continuing work with these 
materials? 
4. Will this project help or impair cleanup? 
5. Will this project take money away from cleanup? 
6. What do CDH and EPA really think of this project? 
7. Will this project really provide jobs for at-fisk workers? 

The second questioned the Steering Committee asked the Board was if they thought the Sounding 
Board should continue into Stage I1 and should the public involvement process be similar to Stage 
I. This question was left to be answered at the end of the meeting. 

- -  

Issue Resolution Discussion 

The issue resolution discussion began with the Environmental Safety and Health (ES&H) 
documents. A Board member asked if NRC (Nuclear Regulatory Commission) and DOE ALAR34 
(as-low-as-reasonably-achievable) standards are the same? Dennis Floyd, Vice President of 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation and Chairman of the National Conversion Pilot Project, 
answered that they were the same, but ALARA standards are site specific. 

One Board member wanted to know what the NRC permit and amendment process was and wodd 
the public have opportunity to comment on those processes. The Colorado Department of Health 
agreed that the public should be able to comment on this process. The Steering Committee agm:d 
to look into this issue 

A Board member asked if there was a difference, it terms of exposure limits, between workers and 
general members of the public. He also questioned what type of training employees, working on 0 
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the project, but not working with radioactive material will receive. Steve Tarlton explained that if 
the site boundaries are moved to reduce DOE controls that Emergency Protection Zone (EPZ) and 
Safety Analysis Report (SAR) levels will have to be re-evaluated along with other safety and 
exposure issues. This issue will be looked into further during Stage 11, if the project continues. 

With regards to ES&H #8, a board member wanted the difference between recyclable waste and 
waste materials. Are these words interchangeable? 

Steve Tarlton, Colorado Department of Health, defined scrap metal, in terms of the NCPP, as 
recyclable waste because it is waste that would have to be disposed, if it were not recycled. MSC 
sees the distinction as "waste" being a by-product of materials. But if no recycling it would 
become waste. 

A suggestion was made to use the terms "recyclable waste material" vs. "disposable waste 
material" for clarifcation. 

A Board member raised the issue that ES&H #9 did not answer question about what rules would 
cover importation. A Steering Committee member answered that the transportation of non-DOE 
radioactive waste is regulated by the US Department of Transportation. Additional, a radioactive 
materials license will have to be issued. This license will govern the amount of waste that can be 
stockpiled at one time, import and export processes, and processing for DOE waste. 

A Board member asked if there will be materials imported or any production of waste containers in 
Stage 11. A Steering Committee member replied that there will be some process development but 
no importation or production. 

Some Board members wanted clarification on the OSHA issue. Should OSHA "kick in" in Stage 
111, or, when does it apply? Dennis Floyd responded that he believes OSHA will start when DOE 
orders stop, probably Stage 11. All Board and Committee members believed it should begin as 
possible. 

A Board member commented that ES&H #I3 answer implies that, currently, there are not any risks 
involved for the NCPP workers who work with contaminated materials. He felt that this answer 
should expanded to explain the possible risks and maybe state that they "are below standard". A 
Steering Committee member suggested that the Plutonium vulnerability assessment, going on at the 
plant in June, should help with information to expand this answer. 

A board members pointed out that ES&H #36 does not discuss what happens in Stage 111 with 
regards to cleanup and contamination. Steve Tarlton explain that the Radioactive Materials Control 
License will regulate waste management during this stage. Dennis Floyd said that he bclieved that 
Stage II will reduce contamination in Stage III. 

Several Board members asked about the relationship between the NCPP and Site Wide 
Environmental Impact Statement (SWEIS). Would Stage 11 and III be encompassed in this 
SWEIS, would separate NEPA documentation have to be done? Dennis Floyd pointed out that 
Mark Van Der Puy had written an issue paper covering this topic and that he would try to make it 
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available to the Sounding Board. He said that as he understood the relationship, the NCPP and the 
SWEIS were conceptually compatible. Stage II will be completed in two years, the Same year the 
SWEIS is scheduled to be published and the NCPP would be used as input to the alternatives 

Business Plun 

A Board member asked that the Steering Committee explain what is meant by “competitive excess 
property system” in Business Plan (BP) issue #9. A Steering Committee member explained that it 
referred to the system by which government property was sold or offered. The property would 
first be offered, in order, to DOE sites, other federal agencies, state agencies, local government 
agencies, and then it would be auctioned to the public. 

One board member commented that he felt the BP issue resolution documents were the most 
forthright documents. He went on to say that they were easier to understand than the more 
technical documents, and this subcommittee did a good job on capturing the essence of the issue 
statement. 

A Board member commented that the answer to BP issue #18 suggests that materials will only be 
imported from Colorado or that Colorado will be the only state affected by ik NCPP. The 
Steering Committee agreed that this issue should be clarified. 

A Board member wanted to h o w  at what point there would be a complex-wide look at materials. 
Another Board member wanted to h o w  how ingots will be monitored to assure that the are 
decontaminated. A Steering Committee member answered that a complex-wide look at materials 
will happen in Stage II and that ingots are other waste entering the site will be regulated by CDH. 
The Radioactive Materials Control License will specify what can be accepted. The sender of the 
materials must measure and document levels of contamination’s. 

0 
A board member commented that BP issue #26 reflects that basic mistrust of government officials 
by stakeholders. It questions what provisions are being made for an independent (non-DOE, non- 
EPA, non-CDH, non-MSC) and felt that this was unfortunate because it does not allow the 
stakeholders many options for gathering information. He stated that he hoped that some day the 
distrust of government officials will dissipate. 

Another Board member asked about the decontamination of materials already at Rocky Flats, what 
process were in place to decontaminate the materials on site that would be use for recycling and 
who was going to pay for it. 

The Steering Committee agreed that this was a question that would have to be looked into furhter 
in Stage II and suggested that DOE would explore the possibility of using cost savings from waste 
storage. 

One Board member wanted to know if the permit applications that will be required if this project 
proceed will cause CDH staff overload. Steve Tarlton explained that the permit fees will cover the 
costs. 

.. 
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A Board member commented that looking into Stage IV in BP issue #30 was a good idea. He 
added that looking ahead at import assumptions was a good way to gain public confidence. 

A Board member wanted to h o w  if the question he raised at the last Sounding Board meeting 
regarding funding for the project and workforce restructuring money was resolved. A Steering 
Committee member responded that the answer is due from DOE Headquarters by the end of Stage 
L He stated that this issue has been listed under the Public Outreach Subcommittee section and that 
Headquarters has been informed if the funds for the NCPP is taken from any other activity, it will 
kill the project. 

e 

Should the Soundinp Board be Co ntinued 

Most board members agreed that the Sounding Board was useful and worthwhile process. 
Members differed in terms of if, and how it should continue. One Board member dissented fromt 
he group and stated that she felt the Board was a "waste of time" because most of the government 
officials rarely attended, the information presented was too difficult and technical, and she didn't 
feel efforts were made to reach the "real public." 

Committee and Board members responded to her comments by explaining that there have been 
articles in the local newspapers, public meetings, and presentations made to many public groups. 
A Board member stated that "no matter how much you try to involve the public the public doesn't 
want to involve themseives." 

Suggestions for a continued Sounding Board, should the project proceed to Stage 11, included 
tracking the "show stopper" issues or specific issues to ensure that they are being carried out in the 
best interest of the community, to break down the issue into a few broader issues to concentrate 
on, and to develop a time line or calendar to track the permitting process for the necessary 
permits. Most members expressed interest in continuing to participate in a variation of the Stage I 
Sounding Board for the NCPP if it proceeds into Stage 11. 

0 
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Final Minutes 10/6/93 
MINUTES 

*- 

Stakeholder Meeting on the National Conversion Pilot Project 

September 10, 1993 

1. I n t r o d u c t i o n  

The meeting was held to kick-off a series of discussions between parties 
interested in the proposed DOE National Conversion PiIot ?mject (NCPP) at 
Rocky Flats. This meeting was held in advance of approval t?f the NCPP by 
the Secretary of Energy, to begin planning for stakehoiizr involvement 
in the project. 

The meeting was located in the conference room at the Rocky Flats Local 
Impacts Initiative (RFLII) office between 2:OO PM and 4:30 PM on 
September 10, 1993. 
Office Acting Manager. Meeting attendees are listed in Attachment I of 
these minutes. 

The meeting was convened by the DOE Rocky Fiats 

2 .  Discussion Topics 

The level of community support for the NCPP concept was discussed. The 
meeting participants strongfy supported the initial planning stage of  the 
project, Stage I. There was also general agreement that support for future 
stages of the project will depend on the resolution of certain issues, such 
as waste storage at Rocky Flats and the importation of scrap materials to 
the site for recycling. 
only proceed with the project if the community supported it. 

The DOE RFO Manager indicated that DOE would 

The Acting Rocky Flats Office Manager challenged the group to complete 
Stage I activities within 30 days following approval of the NCPP by the 
Secretary of Energy. 

The meeting participants discussed the purpose and structure of possible 
advisory groups at length. There was consensus agreement on formation 
of the following groups: 

- NCPP Stee ring Co mmittee 

This group is a relatively small (eight members suggested) 
committee to advise the larger NCPP Advisory Committee, DOE and 
the conversion business on NCPP issues and resolutions. The 
steering committee was requested to meet and consider its proper 
role in more detail. The meeting participants recommended the 
steering committee membership shown on Attachment 11 of these 
minutes and suggested that DOE act as interim chair for the 
steering committee. 



- NCPP Advisorv Com mittee 

This group is a larger stakeholder group which serves an advisory 
function, reviewing proposals and providing input to the NCPP 
steering committee. The meeting participants recommended the 
advisory Committee membership shown on Attachment I11 of these 
minutes.  - 

The RFLII suggested that they convene the advisory committee 
using the participants from a RFLII committee. 
participants requested the steering committee consider the 
proposal.  

The meeting 

These will be small groups working technical resolutions for 
specific issues. The steering committee was requested to convene 
the appropriate groups. 

The following general objectives for the committees were discussed. 

- Identify the general scope of work for the NCPP 

- Ensure communications between the stakeholders 

- Ensure that identified work has been completed 

- Ensure early identification of issues and suitable attention is given 
i e 

to issues 

The meeting participants agreed to recommend that the NCPP be 
announced as a joint project by DOE, EPA, and the State of Colorado 
following approval of the project by the Secretary of Energy. 

The committee agreed that DOE would prepare minutes for this meeting, 
subject to the review of the meeting participants. 

A suggested punch list of  NCPP issues and a draft of the briefing package 
for the Secretary o f  Energy were passed out to the meeting participants 
for their consideration. 

A tentative meeting date for the steering committee was set, September 15, 
1993 at 3:OO PM at the RFLII conference room. 

3 .  Action Items 

Meeting action items are shown in  Attachment IV of these minutes. 



ATTACHMENT I 

Attendance Lis t  
National DOE Conversion Pilot Project 

September 10 Meeting 

ORGANIZATION 

British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. 
Colorado Department of Health 
Colorado Department of Health 
EG&G, Transition Management 
EG&G, Transition Management 
EG&G, Waste Minimization Prog. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Gov.'s Office of Economic Dev. 
Gov.'s. Office of Business Dev. 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
US. Department of Energy, RFO 
Wackenhut Services, Inc. 

i 

INDIVIDUAL 

Mark Haupt 
Steve Tariton 
Tom Looby 
Gary Francis 
Anthony Tome 
Mike Simmons 
Bonnie LaveUe 
John M. Mullins 
Michelle Harper 
Dennis R. Floyd 
Frank Yaklick 
Ken Korkia 
Hank Stovall 
Bill Rask 
Tom Lukow 
Rich Schassburger 
AI Pauole 
Brain Gaudet 
Ken Brakken 
John Moms 
Martin McBride 
George Liscic 
Bill Gillison 

PHONE 

694-0700 
692-301 3 
692-3099 

966-4072 
966-7574 
294- 1067 
892-3842 
892-3840 
237-8576 
237-8576 
295-3800 
466-5986 
966-2648 
966-456 1 
966-4888 
966-2025 
966-35 1 1 
966-307 1 
966-7198 
966-3457 
966-6534 
966-3287 

966-7 189 

F A X  

694- 1 8 16 

782-4969 
966-4057 
966-4589 
966-57 13 
294-7 559 
892-3839 
892-3848 
233-2993 
233-2993 
292-0959 
469-8554 
966-5857 
966-2256 
966-487 1 
966-6054 
966-6633 
966-4775 
966-4775 
966-4728 
966-3779 
966-5653 

782-4969 
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ATTACHMENT I1 

Proposed Membership 
NCPP Steering Committee 

DOE 

EPA 

CDH 

Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) 

EG&G 

Rocky flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII) 

Citizens Advisory Board 

Governor's Office 



ATTACHMENT I11 

Proposed Stakeholders 
NCPP Advisory Committee 

1. Environmental Community 

2. Steel Workers UniodLocal Guards Union/Building and Trades Union 

3. Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board/Rocky Flats CouncUSite-SpKific Advisory 
Board (SSAB) 

Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLXl 4. 

5. 

6. 

US Environmental Protection Agency @PA) 

Colorado Department of Health (CDH) 

7. Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) 

8. EG&G Rocky Flats 

9. Governor’s Business Development Office 

10. Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
’T. 

1 1. Wackenhut Security International (WSr) 

12. U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 

13. Jefferson, Boulder and Adam’s county and city governments 

14. Department of Local Affairs 

15. Congressional delegations 

16. State legislators with districts in this area 

17. Economic development community and Chambers of Commerce 

18. Local citizenslresidents 

19. Citizens Against Nuclear Dish formation in Denver (CANDID) 

20. Salaried Rocky Flats workers (Mike Simmons, representative) 

2 1. Media organizations 
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0 MINUTES 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
September 15,1993 
RFLII Office 

1. Introduction 

The meeting was held to define how the NCPP Steering Committee will conduct 
business. The meeting was held at the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII) 
office between 3:OO PM and 6:00 PM on September 15,1993. Meeting attendees are 
listed in Attachment I of these minutes. 

2. Discussion Topics 

The Committee discussed the purpose and responsibilities of the three committees 
(proposed at the September 10, 1993, meeting: the NCPP Advisory Committee, the 
NCPP Steering Committee and the NCPP working groups) toward forming an 
organizational hierarchy. There was consensus concerning these committees, refer to 
Attachment 11 for details. 

The Steering committee established four working groups ; refer to Attachment III. 
These four working groups are to review: (1) the RFLII April 9, 1993, questions on 
interim re-use of W P  facilities, (2) the current NCPP punchlist and (3) the NCPP 
proposed scope of work. Each working group is tasked to identlfy pre-Stage 11 issues 
and respective evaluation criteria. Each working group is to select a leader; the group 
will attend NCPP Steering Committee meetings and report working group progress. 

The NCPP Steering Committee desires 100 percent attendance of Steering Committee 
members or alternates during the next meeting, considering that decisions on key 
issues, the NCPP Advisory Committee and the NCPP Steering Committee, will be 
called for. 

The proposal was made that RFLII facilitate the formation of an advisory committee 
using membership of current RFLII committees. However, before that question is 
called by the Steering Committee, an issue concerning the relationship between an 
RFLII-facilitated committee and the RFLII mission and Board must be resolved. 
RFLII will address an action item on this issue and propose a solution to the Steering 
Committee. 

3. Action Items 

Six action items were established; refer to Attachment IV for details. 

4. Date of Next Meeting 

Next meeting, Wednesday, September 22, 1993,3:00 PM, RFLII Office. 

0 



ATTACHMENT I 

Attendance List 

National DOE Conversion Pilot Project 
September 15 Meeting 

ORGANIZATION INDIVIDUAL PHONE FAX 

British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. 
Colorado Department of Health 
EG&G, Transition Management 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Gov.'s Office of Economic Dev. 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
Manufacming Sciences Corporation 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO ;. 

Mark Haupt 
Steve Tarlton 
Gary Francis 
Martin Hestmark 
John M. Mullins 
Alan Liby 
Carl Edstrom 
Dennis R. Floyd 
Frank Yaklick 
Ken Korkia 
Hank Stovall 
Tim Heaton 
Beth Brainard-Jordan 
John Moms 
Ken Brakken 
Martin McBride 

694-0700 
692-3013 
966-7 189 
294- 1 134 
892-3842 
6 15-48 1-0455 
423-2143 
237-8576 
237-8576 
295-3800 
466-5986 
940-6090 
966-5993 
966-7 198 
966-307 1 
966-3457 

694- 18 16 
782-4969 
966-4057 
294-7559 
892-3839 
6 15-48 1-3 142 
420-7200 
233-2993 
233-2993 
292-0959 
469-8554 
940-6088 
966-6633 
966-4775 
966-4775 
966-4728 



ATTACHMENT II 

The NCPP Steering Committee will: . 

Define problems and propose solutions with the support of the work& groups; 

Be a focal point for issues identified by the NCPP Advisory Committee; and 

Designate working groups. 

The NCPP Advisory Committee will: 

Act as the liaison between the general public and the NCPP Steering Committee 
facilitating effective two-way commiunication with interested citizens and 
organizations; 

Be responsible to recommend issues to the NCPP Steering Committee; and 

Act as a sounding board to the NCPP Steering Committee by responding to the 
solutions proposed by the Steering Committee and promptly determine opinions 
of interested citizens and organizations of the proposals. 

The NCPP working groups will: 
{ ,  @ 

Complete specific tasks within set tiine frames as assigned by the NCPP Steering 
Committee. 

Report to the NCPP Steering Committee. 



ATTACHMENT III 

The NCPP Steering Committee established the following four working groups: 

1. Waste Management Working Group, members: 

Steve Tarltodalternate, Dowsett, CDH. 
Mark Haupt, MSC 
Torn Lukowhpresentative, DOE/RFO 
Rich Schassburger/representative, D O W O  
Tim Hedahllrepresentative, EG&G 

Steve Tarlton to convene the first meeting 

2. Environmental Restoration Working Group, members: 

Mr. Baughman, CDH 
Martin Hestmarklrepresentative, US EPA 
Mark Haupt, MSC 
Rich Schassburger, DOE/RFO 
Mr. Hutchins, EG&G 

Steve Tarlton to convene the first meeting 

3. Detailed Business Plan Working Group, members: 

Dennis Floyd, MSC 

Bill Raskhepresentative, DOE/RFO 
Mike SimmondTony Tome, EG&G 

John Mullins , Governor’s Economic Development Office 

Possible member from Hqrs, EM-50, dealing with metal recycling 

Dennis Floyd to convene the first meeting 

4. Human Resources (Preparation for Near-term Hiring of EmpIoyees), members: 

Margaret DeGangi, MSC 
Maryann Amaral, EG&G 
Mike Hargreaves, DOE/RFO 

Dennis Floyd to convene the first meeting 

Other subjects considered for working groups but tabled for later consideration included: 
NEPA actions, MSC interface with EG&G on issues such as security, fire protection, 
emergency response and other issues, public outreach activities, environmental liability 
issues, and ES&Wtransition to off-site regulatory authority issues. . 
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Revision 0,9/23 e MINUTES 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
September 22, 1993 

RFLII Office 

1. Introduction 

The meeting was held to receive working group reports and to continue to define how 
the NCPP Steering Committee will conduct business. The meeting was held at the 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII) office between 3:OO PM and 5:20 PM 
on September 22,1993. Meeting attendees are listed in Attachment I of these 
minutes. 

2. Discussion Topics 

The Committee discussed the agenda items (Attachment II) in order addressing: 

Request to approve September 10,1993, and September 15,1993, meeting 
minutes as written; 
Review of previous action items, closure of several items; 
Receipt o f  working group reports; and _ _  - - 
Gene& discussion. 

The general discussion focused on the selection of a NCPP Advisory Committee. 
There was consensus agreement on the need to involve the Citizen's Advisory Board - 
in future activities. 

3. Action Items 

Seven action items were established; refer to Attachment DI for details. 

4. Date of Next Meeting 

Next meeting, Wednesday, September 29, 1993,2:00 PM, RFLII Office. 



ATTACHMENT I 

Attendance List 

National DOE Conversion Pilot Project 
September 15 Meeting 

ORGANIZATION INDIVIDUAL PHONE 

British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. 
Colorado Department of Health 
EG&G, Rocky Flats Inc. 
EG&G, Transition Management 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Gov.'s. Office of Business Dev. 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
U.S. Department of Energy 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 

Mark Haupt 
Steve Tariton 
Anthony Tome 
Gary Francis 
Rob Henneke 
Martin Hestmark 
Bill Fraser 
Michelle Harper 
Tim Heaton 
John Rampe 
John Moms 
Ken Brakken 
Martin McBride 

694-0700 
692-3013 

966-7 189 
294- 1 126 
294-1 134 
294- 108 1 
892-3840 
940-6090 
966-6246 
966-7 198 
966-307 1 
966-3457 

966-4072 

FAX 

694- 18 16 
782-4969 
966-45 18 
966-4057 
294-7665 
294-7559 
294-7559 
892-3848 
940-6088 
966-2256 
966-4775 
966-4775 
966-4728 



ATTACHMENT 11 

NCPP STEERING COMMITEE MEETING 

September 22,1993,3:00 - 5:OO PM 
RFLXI Office, 5460 Ward Rd., Suite 205 

1. 

2. Previous Action Items 

3. Working Group Reports 

4. 

5. 

September 10 and September 15 Meeting Minutes 

Action Items from Today’s Meeting 

Schedule Next NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
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Final Minutes 10/6/93 e MINUTES 

MCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
September 29,1993 
RFLII Office 

1. Introduction 

The meeting was held at the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII) office 
between 2:OO PM and 4:40 PM on September 29,1993. Meeting attzn6ees are listed 
in Attachment I o f  these minutes. The September 29,1993, r : ~  a +  . -;znda is 
attached; refer to Attachment II. 

The Steering Committee approved the meeting minutes fi.- .; -3rember 10, 
September 15, and September 22,1993, meetings with one Lorrechon. The approved 
minutes will be sent under separate cover. 

2. Discussion Topics 

Mark Haupt reported on the September 23, 1994, Business Plan Working Group 
meeting and the September 24, 1994, Human Resources Working Group meeting, 
Attachments 111 and IV respectively. 

The Waste Management Working Group did not meet since the last Steering 
Committee meeting . 
The Environmental Restoration Working Group met. The Department of Energy, 
RFO, will determine DOE views on regulatory oversight of Decontamination & 
Decommissioning (D&D) and DOE and EG&G staff will draft D&D criteria. 

Michelle Harper was elected Vice-Chair of the NCPP Steering Committee. 

The Steering Committee decided to select a NCPP Advisory Committee; a Working 
Group was formed. That working group met on September 29, 1993, and will report 
progress at the next Steering Committee meeting. 

3. Action Items 

Five action items were established; refer to Attachment V for details. 

4. Date of Next Meeting 

Next meeting, Wednesday, October 6, 1993,2:00 PM, RFLII office. 



ATTACHMENT I 

Attendance List 

National DOE Conversion Pilot Project 
September 29,1993 Meeting 

ORGANIZATION INDIVIDUAL PHONE FAX 

British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. 
British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. 
Colorado Department of Health 
EG&G, Community Relations 
EG&G, Rocky Hats he. 
EG&G, Transition Management 
EG&G, Waste Minimization Prog. 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Gov.'s. Office of Business Dev. 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
Rocky Hats Local Impacts Initiative 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 

Mark Haupt 
Marco Colalancia 
Steve Tarlton 
Teresa Mikulski 
Anthony Tome 
Gary Francis 
Mike Simmons 
Rob Henneke 
Martin Hestmark 
Michelle Harper 
Alan Liby 
Tim Heaton 
Ken Brakken 
Martin McBride 

694-0700 
694-0700 
692-30 13 
966-5594 
966-4072 
966-7 189 
966-7574 
294- 1 126 
294- 1 134 
892-3840 
6 15-48 1-0455 
940-6090 
966-307 1 
966-3457 

694-1816 
694- 18 16 
782-4969 
966-6153 
966-45 18 
966-4057 
966-5713 
294-7665 
294-7559 
892-3848 
6 15-48 1-3 142 
940-6088 
966-4775 
966-4728 



ATTACHMENT II 

NCPP STEERING COMMlTEE MEETING 

September 29, 1993,2:00 - 4:30 PM 
RFLII Office, 5460 Ward Rd., Suite 205 

Suggested time 
in minutes: 

1. September 10 and September 15 , distribute copies, call for io 
approval. 

September 22,1993, meeting minutes, call for approval. 

2. Working Group Reports 

-Closure criteria 

3. Discussion 

-Selection of Steering Committee Vice-Chair 

-Steering Committee calendar 

-Advisory Committee formation 

-Initial review of Scope of Work and punchllist 

4. Previous Action Items 

5. Review of action items generated today 

6. Set the next meeting 

Total: 

20 

10 

30 

20 

20 

20 

10 

5 

2 hrs., 25 min. 



National Conversion Riot Project 
Business Plan Working Group 

Meeting Minutes 
September 23, 1993 

GROUP MEMBERS: 

Alan Liby h.1SC-Oak Ridge 61548 1-0455 61518 1-3 142 (fu) 
Dennis Floyd MSC-Denser 303-237-8576 303-233-2993 (fax) 
Bob Reece DOE-RFO 303-966-6728 303-966-5857 ( f a )  
Tony Tome EGBG 303-966-4072 303-966-4589 (fa) 
John MuIIins Gov's Office of ED 303-892-3842 303-892-3839 (fax) 

INTERIM CHAIR: 

Mark Haupt MSC (l3NFL Inc.) 303-694-0700 303-694-1 8 16 (fax) 

SUBJECT: 

NCPP Business Plan Working Group (BPWG) September 23, 1993 Meering Minutes 

The above group (minus Dennis Floyd) met via phone on Thursday, September 23, 1993. The group 
discussed MSC Business Plan issues relating to Phase 1 of the NCPP and identified the folIowing questions to 
be resolved before or during P h v e  1: 

AI: 

- . 42: 

A2: 

Q3: 
A3: 

Q?: 
A4: 

Q5: 
A5: 

a; 
... / 

47: 
A7 

What materials at Rocky Flars will be needed by MSC for its recycling operations? 
Alan will provide a lisr of marerial ppes 10 Bob and ?on?, ar nexr Wednesday's NCPP Sreenng 
Comniinee meenng. @PWG Acneon hem I - Alan - Seprember 29, 1993) 

What quantities of these materials exist at Rocky Flau for MSC use and when will they become 
avail ab1 e? 
Afrer review of Alan 's lisr of morerial ')pes is provided, Bob and Tony will provide RocAy Flars 
available quannries and availabilin'es. @PWG Acnon Item 2 - Bob and Tony - ?) 

What are the operating costs (utilities, services, etc.) for facilities at Rocky Flats? 
niis infomnon \dl be prolided @ Bob and Tom, upon Alan 's requesr, for inclusion in rhe Phase 1 
Business Plan. 

How long can MSC sustain business with materials available at RocQ FIats? Beyond Rocky Flats? 
To be d r e s s e d  in Phase I Business Plan. 

What is the projected marker for materials recycled at Rocky Flats? 
7hc projecred nzarkr for wasre conlainers is imhorclr ar rhis rime. Designs for rhese conruiners 1 7 1 m  

not be available for a few Fears. 0nl)t qunlified guesses could be made during Phase I .  Orfw 
mrkers to be addressed in Phase I Busincss Plan. 

How* and when will hlSC import materials from other facilities for recycling? 
To be addressed in P h s e  I Business Plan. 

How and when will hlSC address public information management? 
To be addressed in Phase I Business Plan. 

. 



QS: 
: 

When will  a Draft (outline) Business Pian be available for resiew? 
Alan nil1 provide a Business Plan outline or n w  Wednesday's NCPP Steering Cornrnirree meering. 
(BPWG Acrion Iscm 3 - Alan Liby - Seprember 29, 1993) 

Will the Business Plan include a variance analysis and alternatives smdy? 
To be addressed in Phase I Business Plan. 

i"" 
Q9: 
A9: 

The Group agreed that Dennis Floyd should be the Group chairperson upon his return. 

The following summarizes the Group's near-term Action hems and longer-term Phase 1 issues: 

NCPP Business Plan Working Group Action Items: 

1. Alan to provide a list of MSC material types to Bob and Tony at next Wednesday's NCPP Steering 
Commiaee meeting. (Alan - September 29, 1993) 

2. . After Alan's list of material types is provided, Bob and Tony to provide Rocky Flats available 
quantities and availabilities. (Bob and Tony - ?) 

3. Alan to provide a Business Plan outline at next Wednesday's IVCPP Steering Commiaee meeting. 
(Alan - September 29, 1993) 

NCPP Steering Committee Punch List Item: 

Phase 1 Business Plan to identify mdior address the following: 

. Operating cost analysis (utilities, services, etc.) for facilities (at RocQ Flats. 

2. Time period MSC can sustain business with materials available only at Rocky Flats and later u.ir.h 
materials from other facilities. 

3. 

4. 

5. Public outreach program. 

6. 

Projected market for materials recycled at Rocky Flats. 

Concerns regirding import of materials from other facilities for recycling. 

Variance analysis and alternatives study. 



.%a:? 
GROUP hXE.lh.173ERS: 

Margaret DeGangi 
Mary Ellen Amad 

National Conversion Pilot Project 
Human Resources Working Group 

Meeting Minutes 
September 24, 1993 

MSC 615-481-0455 6 15-48 1-3 142 (fax) 
EGBrG 303-966-7652 303-9664 12 I (fax) 

(M&y Dondelinger - Ah.) EGGrG 363-966-2725 303-966-6154 (fa) 
Mike Hargreaves DOE-RFO 303-966-2150 303-966-7040 (fa) 

m m m a  CHAIR: 

Mark Haupt MSC (BNFL Inc.) 303-694-0700 303-694-1 81 6 (fa) 

. SUBJECT: 

NCPP Human Resources Working Group (HRWG) September 24, 1993 Meeting Minutes 

The above group (minus MaryEllen Amad) met via phone on Friday, September 24, 1993. The 
discussed MSC Human Resources issues refating to Phase 1 of the NCPP and identified the 

owing questions to be resolved before or during Phase 1: 

Q1: 
AI: 

42: 
A2: 

Q3: 

A3: 

a4: 
._ . -- 44: 

Can E G b G  Human Resources sraff transfer requested information MSC? 
Mike IO provide Many wirii correspondence allowirtg rrmfer IO MSC of requested 
infonnan'on in rhe arem of sals? gradeslranges, job families. benefirs and personnel 
availabilixy. Pcrsonnei avaihbiliq? infonnan'on, ar rliis rime, will only include job 
chsijicariom and quannnes and not idennn'es of individuals. (Acn'on Irem I - Mike - 
Sepserrdxr ZSrli) 

Should there be a representative from the Unions in the Working Group? 
Mark will discuss issue with r?ie Steering Comniirree n u s  IVedneSdqv, as which rime a 
decision will be made. (Acn'or, Irem 2 - Mark - Seprenrber 29rh) 

%'hat are the current salary grades/ranges, job families, benefits and availability of personnel 
at Rocky Flats? . 
Upon fonnal approval from Mike, Man? ro provide Margaret wixh infomaion rehnng 10 Ihe 
abose, erclusive of idennnes of individuals. M a m  suggesred rhar a lis1 of personnel IO be 
laid off voltmranly will be avaiLoble in rlie nerr -few weeks. An involunraq &ofl Iisr will be 
available in early November. Funher discusion IO release rhe idem'sies of irdiriduak 
asaifcble for Plme 3 cud 3 will be required. (Acrion Irein 3 - Man>. - Seprenlber ZSIill 

What are the projected staffing needs of MSC for Phases 2 and 3? 
A Srafing Plan Will have ro be developed in Piwe I IO idennB personnel ppes and  hen 
d m e  personnel are needed- A preliminary lisr of personnel required for Plme 2 will be 
developed by Margarer upon Dermis Floyd's rerum. nzis lisz will becorne inore comuiere as 



MSC conducrs irs Phase I assessrnem of buildings and derennines required cleanup acnviries. 
(Acn'on Irem 4 - Margarer - Ocrober 15rh) 

Can MSC hire EGgLG personnel who are actively employed at Rocky Flats? 
A derenninanon io resolve rhis issue wiN hove 10 be made dwng MSCIDOE Cooperarive 
Agreemenf negonm'ons or as pan of Phase 1 acsivin'es. 

Who will provide to MSC services (medical, fire protection, security, etc.) during Phases 2 
and 3 of this project? 
To be addressed in P h e  I Stafing P h .  

The Group agreed that Mark Haupt wilI continue as interim chairperson until Dennis Floyd's return. 

' 

The folIowing summarizes the Group's near-tern Action Items &d longer-term Phase 1 issues: 

NCPP Ruman Resources JVorking Group Action Items: 

1. Mike to provide Marty with correspondence allowing transfer to MSC of requested 
information in the areas of salary grades/ranges, job families, current benefits and personnel 
availability. Personnel availability information at this time would onIy include job 
classifications and quantities, but not identities of individuds. (Action Item 1 - Mike - 
September 28th) 

2. hkrk  will discuss addition of Union representative to the Workhg Group with the Steering 
Committee next Wednesday, at which time 2 decision wilI be made. (Action Item 2 - Mark - i September 29 th) 

3. Upon formal approval from Mike, Mmy to provide Margaret with information relating to 
salary gradeslranges, job families, current benefits and personnel availability, exclusive of 
identities of individuals. (Action Item 3 - h h t y  - September 28th) 

A p r e h i n q  list of personnel required by MSC for Phase 2 will be deve!oped by hlarp-et  
upon Dennis Floyd's remrn. (.4cUon Item 4 - Margaret - October 15th) 

4 .  

NCPP Steering Committee Pun& List Items: 

Phase 1 10 idenrify and/or address the following: 

1. 

-. 7 

Release of identities of personnel available to MSC for Phase 2 and 3. 

Phase 1 Staffing Plan to identify MSC personnel classificauons, quantities and when 
required. Plan will also include EG&G personnel cIassScations, quantities and when 
available. 

3. 

4 .  

MSC hire of EGgtG personnei who are actively employed at Rocky Flats. 

MSC services (medical, fm protection, securiry, etc.) required durins Phases 2 and 3 of this 
-.& project. 
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Final Minutes 10/29/93 .. MINUTES 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
October 6, 1993 
RFLII Office 

1. Introduction 

The meeting was held at the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII) office from 
2:OO PM to 3:20 PM on October 6,1993. Meeting attendees are listed in Attachment I of 
these minutes. 

Martin McBride requested Steering committee approval of the Septem" 43, 
meeting minutes as written. The minutes were approved with r- ' - 

2. Discussion Topics 

The October 6,1993, meeting agenda is attached, Attachment II. 

David Navarro represented the Citizens Advisory Board (CAB) iis an observer at the 
meeting. David reported that the CAB was forming with additional members to be 
selected and a charter to be established. 

An observation was made that if NCPP Stage 111 is competed, perhaps Stage II should be 
shortened and Stage III extended. 

Working group reports were postponed until the next Steering Committee meeting. In 
future meetings, working groups reporting to the Steering Committee are requested to 
submit working group meeting minutes or brief reports to the Steering Committee for 
inclusion in the Steering Committee meeting minutes. 

It was reported that the RFLII Board authorized RFLII participation on the NCPP 
Steering Committee. 

The Community Outreach Working Group, approved by the Steering Committee, met on 
September 29,1993, and prepared a list of organizations for membership on the Sounding 
Board (Attachment III). It was moved and unanimously approved by the Steering 
Committee that said list of organizations should be members of the Sounding Board 
(refer to action item on this subject). 

The Committee voted to accept items for the Sounding Board Charter (Attachment N) 
including items 2 and 3 from the September 15 meeting minutes attachment on this 
subject, and items 4 and 5 of Michelle Harper's draft objectives. 

The Steering Committee discussed the value of the Sounding Board in bringing a 
community perspective and a variety of opinions on economic conversion to the Steering 
Committee. 

The September 29,1993, letter on economic conversion from the Rocky Mountain Peace 
Center to the Secretary of Energy was reviewed by the Steering Committee. 

,e 
. -  



An outreach strategy developed by Rob Henneke and Teresa Mikulsky was reviewed by 
the Steering Committee. 

I t  was recommended that the Steering Committee send a representative to the October 13, 
1993, Rocky Flats monthly meeting to report on the formation and purpose of the NCPP 
Steering Committee and Sounding Board; the Steering Committee informally concurred. 
A representative will be selected. 

It was moved and approved by the Steering Committee to develop an economic 
conversion fact sheet (Attachment V, action item #2). 

IO 

- 

3. ActionItems 

Three action items were established; refer to Attachment V for details. 

4. Date of Next Meeting 

Next meeting, Wednesday, October 20,1993,2:00 PM, RFLII Office. 



ATTACHMENT I 

Attendance List 

National DOE Conversion Pilot Project 
October 6, 1993, Meeting 

ORGANIZATION INDIVIDUAL PHONE FAX 

British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. 
British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. 
Citizens' Advisory Board 
EG&G, Community Relations 
EG&G, Transition Management 
EG&G, Transition Management 
EG&G, Waste Minimization 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
Scientific Ecology Group, Inc. 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 

Mark Haupt 
Marco Colalancia 
David Navarro 
Teresa Mikuisky 
Gary Francis 
Anthony Tome 
Mike Simmons 
Rob Henneke 
Tim Heaton 
Jim Nicolosi 
John Morris 
Ken Brakken 
Martin McBride 

694-0700 
694-0700 
966-400- 1757 
g6[: 5,l.i 
5;%2-7; . f 
5166-4 ;2  
966-7574 
294- 1 126 
940-6090 
6 15-376-8208 
966-7 198 
966-307 1 
966-3457 

694-18 16 
694-18 16 

966-6153 
966-4057 
966-4589 
966-57 13 
294-7665 
940-6088 
615-376-6247 
966-4775 
966-4775 
966-4728 



ATTACHMENT II 

Agenda 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
October 6, 1993,2:OO - 3:OO PM 

RFLII Office, 5460 Ward Rd., Suite 205 

Suggested time: 

1.. Sept 29, 1993, meeting minutes, call for approval 2:oo 

2. Status of NCPP proposal 2:05 

3. Working Group reports, 2: 10 

-Four groups 

-Fifth group, Advisory Committee Selection W. G. to report later 

4. Discussion 0 -Advisory Committee formation 

-Distribution of draft Scope of Work and punchlist 

5. Previous Action Items 

6. Review of action items generated today 

7. Set the next meeting 

2:20 

2:30 

2:40 

250 

3:oo 

Close: 3:oo 

J 



ATTACHMENT III 

Environmental Communie 

Environmental Information Network 
Rocky Fiats Clean-up Commission 
Rocky Mountain Peace Center 
American Friends Service Committee 
Sierra Club 

Local Government 

Jefferson County 
Boulder County 
Adams County 

Westminster 
h a d a  
Broomfield 

EDBusiness Co mmuni tr 

Jefferson Economic Council - 

Coalition of County Chambers of Commerce 

Steelworkers 
Non-union 

Other 

Colorado Council on Rocky Flats 
CANDID 

. __.I' 



ATTACHMENT IV 

Role of the NCPP Soundinp Board 

Be responsible to recommend issues to the NCPP Steering committee; 

Act as a sounding board to the NCPP Steering Committee by responding to the 
solutions proposed by the Steering Committee and promptly determining opinions of 
interested citizens and organizations of the proposals; 

Neither the Sounding Board nor the Steering Committee shall have a policy review 
function; and 

The participation and input o f  the Sounding Board is in addition to any public 
outreach efforts of the Steering Committee. 
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Final Minutes, 11/5/93 

@ MINUTES 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
October 20,1993 
RFLII Office 

1. Introduction 

The meeting was held at the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII) office from 
2:OO PM to 4:OO PM on October 20,1993. Meeting attendees are listed in Attachment I 
of these minutes. The October 6,1993, meeting minutes were approved with a couple of 
corrections to page one, paragraph five. 

2. Discussion Topics 

The October 20,1993, meeting agenda is attached (Attachment II). 

Copies of an October 18, 1993, letter to Secretary of Energy O’Leary from 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation were distributed to the committee members. The 
letter was in response to the September 29, 1993, letter to O’Leary from the Rocky 
Mountain Peace Center. 

Martin Hestmark of EPA brought up three questions he hears most often from groups 
interested in Rocky Flats activities: 

How will cleanup be administered and performed? 
How will the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) affect current waste 
management, environmental restoration and land use plans? 
Is it acceptable to the public and stakeholders to utilizdcommercialize Rocky Flats? 

Suggestions to the Committee: 

Representatives of the Public Outreach Working Group suggested the drafting of two 
letters: 

- 
- One to stakeholders informing them of what we are doing; and 

A second letter inviting prospective members to participate on the Sounding 
Board; that letter to follow upon approval of the NCPP by the Secretary. 

Have the economic conversion fact sheet ready for the announcement of the NCPP; a 
draft fact sheet was distributed. 

* 

Provide NCPP updates at the monthly Rocky Flats meetings. 

Arrange for a tour of Rocky Flats facilities for the Steering Committee members. 

That the first four working groups develop exit criteria based upon the previous three 
questions. 



The Committee: 

Voted to extend invitations of Steering Committee membership to Plant labor 
organizations; and 

Agreed to make it clear that the Steering Committee will remain focused on 
regulatory issues, not contractual issues better dealt with in existing forums. 

3. ActionItems 

Three action items were established; refer to Attachment III for details. 

4. Date of Next Meeting 

Next meeting, Wednesday, November 3,1993,2:00 PM, RFLII Office. 



ATTACHMENT I 

Attendance List 

National DOE Conversion Pilot Project 
October 20 Meeting 

ORGANIZATION INDIVIDUAL PHONE FAX 

British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. 
EG&G Community Relations 
EG&G Transition Management 
EG&G Transition Management 
EG&G Waste Minimization 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Gov.'s Office of Business Dev. 
Rocky Rats Local Impacts Initiative 
Scientific Ecology Group 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 

Mark Haupt 
Teresa Mikulsky 
Gary Francis 
Anthony Tome 
Mike Simmons 
Rob Henneke 
Martin Hestmark 
Michelle Harper 
Tim Heaton 
Ed Parsons 
John Moms 
Ken Brakken 
Martin McBride 

694-0700 
966-5594 
966-7 189 
966-4072 
966-7574 
294-1 126 
294- 1 134 
892-3842 
940-6090 
620- 1647 
966-7 198 
966-307 1 
966-3457 

694- 18 16 
966-6153 
966-4057 
966-4589 
966-5713 
294-7665 
294-7559 
892-3839 
940-6088 
620- 1627 
966-4775 
966-4775 
966-4728 

. ,_. 



ATTACHMENT II 

Agenda 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
October 20, 1993,Z:OO - 3:35 PM 

RFLII Office, 5460 Ward Rd., Suite 205 
Suggested time: 

200 1. Oct. 6,1993, meeting minutes, call for approval 

205 2. status: 

-0ct. 13, 1993, public meeting 

3. Working Group reports, 

-First four groups, no reports 

-Fifth group, Public Outreach W. G., will report 

e 3. Discussion 

-Labor union participation 

-Sounding Board formation 

-Punchlist review 

-Scope of Work review 

4. Previous Action Items 

5. New Business 

6. Review of action items generated today 

7. Set the next meeting 

2: 15 

220 

2:30 

2:40 

255 

3: 10 

320 

3:30 

3:35 

Close: 3:35 
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Final Minutes, 12/13 0 MINUTES 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
November 3,1993 
RFLII Office 

1. Introduction 

The meeting was held at the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII) office from 
2:oO PM to 3:30 PM on November 3,1993. Meeting attendees are listed in Attachment I 
of these minutes. The October 20,1993, meeting minutes were approved with 
corrections to page one, paragraph four, and Attachment m, Item #3. 

2. Discussion Topics 

The November 3,1993, meeting agenda is attached (Attachment II). 

The draft economic conversion fact sheet was distributed and final comments were 
requested from Steering Committee members. 

The Environmental Restoration and Waste Management working groups expect to 
provide their lists of Stage I exit criteria the week of November 8. 

The Public Outreach Working Group needs NCPP Steering Committee review and 
comments on the public outreach plan. 

A suggestion was made to form working group(s) to address the questions of security, 
fire protection, utilities, and other related subjects. There was no decision on this 
suggestion. 

3. Action Items 

Action Item 18 dealing with the draft NCPP press release was closed. Another related 
action item on this subject was started, refer to Attachment III for details. Other action 
items closed include numbers 30,31,32 and 34. 

4. Date of Next Meeting 

Next meeting, Wednesday, November 17,1993,2:00 PM, RFLII Office. 



ATTACHMENT I 

Attendance List 

National DOE Conversion Pilot Project 
November 3 Meeting 

ORGANIZATION INDIVIDUAL PHONE FAX 

British Nuclear Fuels Limited, Inc. 
Colorado Building and Construction 

Colorado Department of Health 
EG&G Community Relations 
EG&G Transition Management 
EG&G Transition Management 
EG&G Waste Minimization 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Gov.'s Office of  Business Dev. 
Manufacturing Sciences Corp. 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
Scientific Ecology Group 
Scientific Ecology Group 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department o f  Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
United Steelworkers of America 

Trades Council 

0 

Mark Haupt 
Jim Brown 

Steve Tarlton 
Teresa Mikulsky 
Gary Francis 
Anthony Tome 
Mike Simmons 
Rob Henneke 
Martin Hestmark 
Michelle Harper 
Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heaton 
Ed Parsons 
Donald Neely 
John Moms 
Ken Brakken 
Martin McBride 
Dave Navarro 

694-0700 
831-1001 

692-30 13 
966-5594 
966-7 189 
966-4072 
966-7574 
294- 1 126 
294-1 134 
892-3842 
237-8576 
940-6090 
620- I647 
(615) 376-8237 
966-7 198 
966-307 1 
966-3457 
966-3529 

694- i8 16 
83 1-133 1 

782-4969 
966-6153 
966-4057 

966-5713 
294-7665 
294-7559 
892-3839 
233-2993 
940-6088 
620- 1627 
(6 15) 376-6247 
966-4775 

966-4589 

966-4775 
966-4728 
966-7255 



ATTACHMENT II 

Agenda 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
November 3,1993,2:00 - 3:35 PM 

RFLII Office, 5460 Ward Rd., Suite 205 

Welcome to new NCPP Steering Committee members 

1. Oct. 20, 1993, meeting minutes, call for approval 

2. status: 

-NCPP Status 

3. Working Group reports, 

-First four groups, no reports 

-Fifth group, Public Outreach W. G., may report 

4. Discussion 

-Speaker(s) for Nov. 16 public meeting 

-Other subjects 

5. Action Items, previous and today’s 

6. Set the next meeting 

Suggested time: 

2:OO 

2:05 

2:lO 

220  

2 5 5  

3:35 

Close: 3:35 
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Revision 0, 12/10/93 e MINUTES 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 
November 17, 1993 

RFLII Office 

1. Introduction 

The meeting was held at the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (WLII) office from 
2:oO PM to 4:30 PM on November 17,1993. Meeting attendees are listed in 
Attachment I of these minutes. 

Martin McBride requested Steering committee approval of the November 3,1993, 
meeting minutes as  written. The minutes were approved. 

David Navarro represented the United Steel Workers of America an6 
represented the Colorado Building and Construction Trades COUPC 
will be permanent members of the NCPP Steering Committee. 

. xdan  
., two unions 

2. Discussion Topics 

The November 17,1993, meeting agenda is attached, Attachment ll. 

Waste Manage ment Workine GrouD 

Joe Wienand, representing the NCPP Waste Management Working Group (WMWG), 
reported WMWG progress; a copy of his report is attached as Attachment III. 

Joe said that the WMWG would be ready to present a draft Alternate Use Study ( a waste 
management strategy) by December 17, 1993. Joe completed and distributed that report 
on December 10,1993. 

0 

Dennis Floyd, representing MSC, responded to discussion noting that MSC would treat 
waste as it was generated, including off-site shipment of wastes for treatment; wastes 
generated will not be stored on-site. 

Mark Haupt of BNFL will analyze proposed NCPP waste generation and prepare a 
report; a d e a d h e  was not identified. 

Environmental Restorat ion Workinv Groun 

Richard Schassburger, representing the NCPP Environmental Restoration Working 
Group (ERWG), reported ERWG progress; a copy of his report is attached as Attachment 
IV. 

Martin Hestmark challenged the Steering Committee to address the issue of what 
administrativdoversightlregulatory mechanism will be used to oversee the NCPP site 
cleanup. 

The Steering Committee discussed CERCLA liability issues; a cooperator/participat 
cannot be indemnified from CERCLA liability. d 



The Steering Committee decided to include all US EPA and CDH questions in 
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management working group agendas. 

Steve Scheisswohl, DOE/RFO will prepare a report on the “leasing” legal issue; a 
deadline was not identified. 

Rich Schassburger said that the ERWG would be ready to report progress by the second 
week in December 1993. 

Human Resources Working Group 

Dennis Floyd, representing the NCPP Human Resources Working Group (HRWG), 
reported ERWG progress. This working group did not distribute a written report. 

Dennis said that the RFl? unions should participate on this working group. 

Concerning Stage I exit criteria, the working group plans to adopt a staffing plan (with 
input from the Business Plan Working Group), adopt a wages and benefits plan, establish 
employee policies and procedures and adopt a training plan. Dennis requested that a 
Wages and Benefits Working Group be convened to address these issues. 

Dennis said that the HRWG would be ready to report progress by December 14, 1993. 

Business Plan Work in? Grow 

Bob Reece, representing the NCPP Business Plan Working Group (BPWG), reported 
ERWG progress; a copy of his report is attached as Attachment V. A draft Business Plan 
will be completed by January 7, 1994. * 
Public Outreach Workin? Grouu 

Regarding the NCPP Fact Sheet, Teresa Mikulsky requested that all final suggested 
changes be submitted to her no later than November 18, 1993. It was not necessary for 
this working group to prepare a report. 

3. Action Items 

Actions items were not recorded for this meeting. 

4. Date of Next Meeting 

Next meeting, Wednesday, December 15, 1993,Z:OO PM, RFLII Office. 



ATTACHMENT I 

Attendance List 

National DOE Conversion Pilot Project 
November 17 Meeting 

ORGANIZATION 

EG&G, Rocky Flats Inc. 
Colorado Department of Health 
EG&G, Transition Management 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
US.  Department of  Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of  Energy, RFO 
EG&G, Community Relations 
EG&G, Waste Minimization Prog. 
Gov.'s. Office of  Business Dev. 
US. Department of  Energy, RFO 
United Steelworkers of  America 
Scientific Ecology Group 
Colorado Building and Construction 

U.S. Department of  Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department o f  Energy, RFO 
EN, Inc., Rocky Rats Plant 
EG&G, Rocky Flats Inc. 
U.S. Department of  Energy, RFO 
KMI, Rocky Hats Plant 
Scientific Ecology Group 

Trades Council 

INDIVIDUAL 

Anthony Tome 
Steve Tarlton 
Gary Francis 
Martin Hestmark 
Rob Henneke 
Dennis R. Floyd 
John Morris 
Ken Brakken 
Martin McBride 
Teresa Mikulski 
Mike Simmons 
Michelle Harper 
Rich Schassburger 
Dave Navarro 
Ed Parsons 
David Jordon (for 
Jim Brown) 
Barbara Wade 
Bob Reece 
Michael Konczal 
Gordon Hickle 
Joe Wienand 
Richard Harris 
Jim Nicolosi 

PHONE FAX 

966-4072 
692-30 13 
966-7 189 
294- 1 134 
294- 1 126 
237-8576 
966-7 198 
966-307 1 
966-3457 

966-7574 
892-3840 
966-4888 
966-3529 
620-1647 
831-1001 

966-5594 

966-45 18 
782-4969 
966-4057 
294-7559 
294-7665 
233-2993 
966-4775 
966-4775 
966-4728 
966-6 153 
966-57 13 
892-3848 
966-487 1 
966-7255 
620- 1627 
83 1- 133 1 

966-33 17 966-7040 
966-6728 966-5857 
966-7095 966-6633 
966-5223 966-3578 
966-5926 966-2256 
966-3 12 1 966-5857 
(6 13376-8208 (615)376-6247 



Agenda 

NCPP Steering Committet Meeting 
November 17,1993,9,:00 PM 

RFLn: Office, 5460 Ward Rd., Suite 205 

)4EET"G OBJECTlVES; 

Brief steering committee on working group questions 3nd status 
Identify steering committee speaker and subjects for 11/23 monthly meeting 
Set new 30-day challenge 
Distribute NCPP press-release media plan and draft tallcing points 

Suggested time: 

1. Nov. 3, 1993, meeting minutes, call for approval 200 

2. Working Group Reports 

The DOE representatives of the first four working groups will discuss general 
progress of working groups, Stage I quesuons generated and closure criteria for 
those questions. 

-Tom Lukow/Joe Wienand, Waste Management W. G. 205 

-Bill Fitch, Environmental Restoration W. G. 2125 

-Barbara WadelDennis Floyd, Human Resources 'A'. G. 

-Bob Rexe ,  Business Plan W. G. 

? . A '  ,.73 

300 

3. Closing Discussion 

-Subjects and d E n g  points for Nov. 23 EIF h4onthly Meeting 3: 15 
(assip mponsibiiity) 

-Confirmation of speaker(s) for Hov. 23 monthly meeting 350 

-Establish new 30-day challenge 

3:45 -Disrribure media plan ana P.R. U n g  points for comment by 11/24 

-Today's action items 

4. Sei the next meeting 

Close: 

350 

255 

400 

i 
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Business Plan evaluation factor!; 
--. 

personnel; 
hiring, training, community outreach considerations , 
emergency medical treatment, securiry clearances 

facility infrastructure support; 
apportionment of plan; suppon COSTS 

facility evaluation; 
usability, maintenance, ES&H 

equipment evaluation; 
use existing or purchzse new, ownership, maintenance 

work scope; 
st a g e 1 accomplis hm en t z; ,  expect at  i  o ns 

mat eriai; 
msterial types, quantity, & sources, assumptions, 
Transportation hazsrds Sr COS'LS 

2 x p e ct e d d u r at  i on , p r o f i I: a b i 1 i i y , c o rn pet i 'C j on 
market analysis; 

financing plan; 
s o ur c e s , re q u i re m en; s , iiv a i i a D i  1 i ~y 

technical risk; 
uncefiainties, approaches to  resolution, feasibility 

contingency plans; 

public information plan; 

Stage ll objectives and implementation processes. 

Stage I 1  startup decision 

ISSUE: 

Definition of the process for evaluating the business plan 
while protecting the proprietary data. -_ 



MINUTES 

NCPP Steering Committee Mezting 
December 15,1993 

R E U  Office 

1. Introduction 

The meeting was held at the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII) office from 
200 PM to 4:OO PM on December 15,1993. Meeung attendees are listed in 
Attachment I of these minutes. 

AI Pauole, DOEFRO Deputy Manager, provided the status of secretanal approval of the 
NCPP. The draft Secretarial action memo had progressed through the levels of 
concurrence to the Secretary of Energy’s desk. Plans were being made for a joint 
aniiounccment of the Pilot Project’s approval in late December. 

AI Pauole also introduced Mark Van Der Puy, who will ieplace Martin McBride as the 
Steering Committw’s Interim Chair and Rocky Flats’ economic development team 

. 

leader. 

Mark Van Der Puy requested Steering Committee approval of the November 17,1993, 
meeting minutes as written. The minutes were approved. 

The December 15,1993, meeting agenda is attached, Attachment 11. 

2. Discussion Topics 

Waste M a n a x m e n t  - Workinr Groun 

Gordon Hickle, representing the NCPP Waste Management Working Group (WMWG), 
reponed W W G  progress; a copy of his report is attached as Attachment m. 
Mark Van Der Puy requested that the WMWG distribute the final draft “Alternate Use 
Evaluation”, or waste management strategy, to the Steerin3 Committee members before 
the next meeting scheduled for January 5,1994. The Steenng Committee members will 
read the draft and be ready to respond to recommendations by the working group at the 
J a n u q  5,1994, meeting. 

J3vironrnental Rcstwt ion Workinr Groun 

Richard Hyland, representing the NCPP Environmental Restoration Working Group 
(ERWG), reported ERWG progress. This working group did not disuibute a written 
report. 

The draft process of adminis~ative/re~ulatory/oversi_cht mechanisms to over= NCPP 
cleanup activities is in DOE headquarters for review. N o  target date was avaiiabie. 

. .  

Exit criteria will be ready by the next Steering Committee meeting scheduled for 
January 5,1994. 



W- 

Dennis Floyd, representing the NCPP Human Resources Working Group (HRWG), 
reported HRWG progress. This working group did not distribute a written report 

The working group had not met since the last Steering Committee meeting. MSC and 
EG&G had exchanged information on employee benefits. MSC had provided EGgLG 
with their job classifications and EGBG will reciprocate. 

RFLII organized a job fair for potentially displaced RocAy Flats workers, and Dennis 
reported that MSC and the NCPP received a favorable response. 

Dennis reported that the representatives of BNFL, Inc., and its British parent company 
participated in a visit to Rocky Flats and an exchange of information with Rocky Flats 
technical personnel. 

W o r w  Grow 

Dennis Floyd, representing the NCPP Business Plan Working Group (BPWG), reported 
BPWG progress. This working group did not distribute a written repoh 

The working group 'is still working on a draft Business Plan. No target date was provided. 

Public PmlcrDatlon W o r m  G row 
. .  . 

Teresa Mickulsky, representing the Public Participation Working Group (PPWG), 
reported PPWG progress. This working group did not distribute a written r epoh  

Teresa reported that the NCPP press release is stili in draft form. The invitations for 
stakeholders to join the Sounding Board will be mailed when the Secretary of Energy 
signs the action memo approving the NCPP. It was not necessary for this working group 
to prepare a report. 

3. Action Items 

\ 

Actions items were not recorded for this meeting. 

4. Date of Next Meeting 

Next meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, January 5,1994,2:00 PM, RFLII Office. 

t 
i 



AITACHMENT I 

Attendance List 

NCPP Steering Committee 
December 15,1993, Meeting, 

ORGANIZATION INDIVIDUAL PHONE 

Gov.'~. Office of Business Dev. 
Colorado Department of Health 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Iniriative 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
US. Department of Energy, RFO 
U.S. Department of Energy, RFO 
United Steelworkers of America 
EG&G, Community Relations 
EG&G, Waste Minimization 
EG&G, Transition Management 
EG&G, Rocky Flats Inc. 
KMI, Rocky Flats 

-* KMI, Rocky Flats 
British Nuclear Fuels, Inc. 

Michelle Harper 
Steve Tarlton 
Tim Heaton 
Martin Hestmark 
Rob Henneke 
Dennis Floyd 
John Moms 
Ken Braken 
Martin McBride 
Bob Reece 
Mark Van Der Puy 
Bill Fitch 
Beth B rainard- Jordan 
Dave Navano 
Teresa Michlsky 
Mike Simmons 
Gary Francis 
Gordon Hickle 
Richard Harris 
Richard Hyland 
Mark Haupt 

892-3840 
692-3013 
940-6090 
294-1 134 
294-1 126 
237-8576 
966-7 198 
966-307 I 
966-3457 
966-6728 
9 66-247 3 

966-5993 
966-3529 
966-5594 
966-7574 
966-7 189 
966-5223 
966-3 12 1 
966-2 136 
694-0700 

966413  

I- 

&. 

FAX 

892-3848 

940-6088 
782-4969 . 

294-7559 
294-7665 

966-4775 
233-2993 

966-4775 
966-4728 
966-5857 
966-37 10 
966-4775 
966-6633 
966-7255 
966-6153 
966-57 13 
966-4057 
966-3578 
966-5857 
966-487 1 
694-1 8 1 6 



Actachment I1 

National Conversion Pilot Project Steering Comrnincc Meeting 
k m b c r  15,1593,2:00 - 4:oO PM 

R x l y  Flats Local h p a c l s  hitiativt Offct, 5460 Ward Rd., Sui& 205 

G O B 7 F &  

Provide status of secrcrarial approval of the pilot projcct 
Announce change in Rocly Rau Office (RFO) economic development leadership 
Receive working group repons 

1. Status of secretarial approval of pilot project, Al Pauole, Deputy Mgr, E o  
2. Change in Rocky Flats Office economic development leadership, AI Pauolt 

3. Novembcr 17,1993, meeting minutes, call for approval 

4. Working Group rcpons 

The DOE rcprcsenta6ve of thc first four working groups will discusworking 
group progzss, Srage I question genented, closure crieria for those questions and 
SUNS of commitments made at h e  11/17/93 NCPP Suxring Cornminee meeLing. 

-3oe'Wienand, Waste hlanagement W.G. 

-Rich S c h w  b urgerkepresenta ti vet Environmental R esl orati on W. G. -e 
-Dennis Floyd, Human Resourcts W.G. 

-Dennis Floyd, Businss Plan %'.G 

4. Concluding Discussion 

-Spea.ker(s) for Jan. 19, 1,093, public m e r i n g  

-Other subjects, new business 

-Record today's acrion items .. 

,!' 

. . -Set the next meeting 

i 
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Kinutes 

Nntionnl Conv-ian Pilot Project 
Steering Coxmittep Heetfng 

January 5 ,  1994 

Attendees: 
H a r t i n  Hestmark, David Jordan, Dave Navarro, Steve Tarlton, 
Tony Tome, Mark Van Rer Puy. 

Dennis Floyd, Michelle Harper, Tim Heaton, 

Agenda Items: 

I. select Steering C o d t t e e  Cbair 

Acknowledging that the DOE intended to serve as the Acting Chair 
for the NCPP only until the project vas announced, and in view of 
the public announcement of the NCPP held in Governor Romer's 
Office on Dec. 21, 1993, Mark Van Dar Puy nominated Dennis Floyd 
o f  MSC to S e n e  a6 chair. 
Harper and was adopted by unanimous consent .  

The motion was seconUed by Michelle 

Steve Tarl ton made t h e  motion t h 8 t  Hichelle Harper continue as 
Vice Chair. 
U I I ~ R ~ ~ O U S  consent. 

Mark V a n  Der Puy seconded and the motion passed with 

Pennis Floyd distributed and the committee discussed Guidelines 
for the Steering Committee. Steve Tarl ton had two suggestions, 
(I) that the weekly meetings not commence until the  NCPP gets 
o f f i c i a l l y  underway a f t e r  the Cooperative Assistance Agreement is 
executed and (2) that the virtue of objectivity also be 
practiced, i . e .  Ehat members try to be objective on issues even 
though their own organization might have very narrow views on a 
particular  topic. Dennis Floyd suggested that t h e  Building 
Trades COUnCll, Wackenhut and the Guard's union Serve on the  
Support services Subcommittee rather than the full steering 
committee, since that is where the areas of their particular 
interest are focused. He repor ted  that he arranged a roeetfng to 
discuss this wfm Jim Brown of the  BTC on 3/11/94. 
Guidelines, including Objectivity and the intent to organize t h e  
SUppOd Services Subcommittee as indicated, were adopted by 
consemus. 

The 

ACTION: 
Prepare your suggestion for a Hission Statement  for the 
NCPP ana provide it to Dennis Floyd by COB Monday, 
January 10, 1994 
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Winutes, January 5 ,  1994 Meeting NCPP steering Committee 

2. 

The tour was tentatively set for Friday Jan. 21, 1994.  
were advised this w i l l  t a k e  the better part of the day. 

Schedule Tour of 4 Buildings at RF for Steering Comaittee. 

Members 

ACTIONS : 

1. 

2 .  

Tony Tome w i l l  arrange for the tour. 

MeIIlbers not having badges w i l l  complete a visitor form. 

3 .  Tim Heaton will ask the  Public Outreach Subcommittee to 
designate someone to direct video taping/pbatagraphy of 
the tour (Brian Gaudet of KMI was suggested as having a 
good background). 

3.  Discuss Sounding Board Heeting 

Mark Van Der Puy distributed a list of names of individuals from 
the organizations designated by t h e  Steering Committee 8s 
prospective members t o  the Sounding Board. The DOE sent  letters 
to these people inviting them to serve on the sounding Board. 

- ...b 

3 
ACTIONS : 

I. It was recognized tha t  a f e w  of t h e  invitations were 
extended to incorrec t  parties and these people will be 
contacted individually to explain the circmstances. 

2 .  Chair is to write MS. Ginger Swart2 to formally invi te  
CAB to desimate a representative to serve on.-the 
Steering Committee. 

Tim Heaton reported on recormendations of +de Public Outreach 
Subcommitteers recornendations re. t h e  Sounding Board Meeting. 
These were: 

Contact SB member5 first by mail, proviUing as much 
hard information as is available about the NCPP. 

Heet. in e d - F e b .  

Emphasize that the SB i s  an infonnal focus group, n o t  a 
consensus-forming, policy setting group. 

Have the SC chair facilitate the SB meeting. 

has a narrow focus. 

.. . . 
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Hinutes, January 5 ,  1994 Meeting NCPP steering ColruPittee 

hfter much discussion t h e  consensus h e l d  that wo should seek CL 

meeting earlier than m i d - f a . ,  that we adapt the other PO 
recammendations and that we include in the meeting u description 
of roles and issues as we see them. 

ACTION: Chair to Draft a letter to SB from SC for review at 
next  meeting. 

4. 

Hark Van Der Puy distributea a suggested presentation outline. 
The o u t l i n e  was accepted in concept. 

Discuss NCPP participation i n  January 19 RFP public Ireeting. 

ACTIONS : 

1. The Chair and Vice Chair were designated to make t h e  
presentation and work with Teresa Mikulsky to obtain 
appropriate slides of building and equipment. 

The C h a i r P C  will prepare a presentation and review it 
w i t h  the SC a t  the next SC meeting, since they w i l l  be 
speaking for the  whole connittee. 

2-  

5-  

Dennis Floyd submitted CI list of current subcommittee members. 

Clarify the roles and interactions w i t h  Subccmu ' t tees  . 

ACTION: 
meeting. 

SC members to review and correc t  the list by next 

6. Discuss project regulatory framework- 

T h i s  topic was deferred t o  the next meeting sue to lack of time. 

7. D i s c u s s  Stage I deliverables.  

Nark'van Der Puy provided a DRAFT list of deliverables. 

ACTIONS : 

1. 

2 -  

Review and prepare to discuss at next meeting. 

KSC and DOE to prepare a coherent document listing 
Issues/Exit Criteria/Deliverables for use in 
discussions at next meeting. 

Next Meeting: 2:OO pti Tuesday, January XI, 1994 @ RPLII. 

....... _. -- . 
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January #, 1994 

Attendees: Dennis Floyd, Gary Francis, Hichellt Haver, 
Tin Heaton, Martin Hestmark, Dave Navarro, Steve Tarlton, 
Mark Van Der Puy. 

Agenda Itens: 

1- Review ~ L n u t e s .  

The minutes should have reflected an Action for Tim Heaton to 
contact Bob DeGrasse and describe OUT dismay that the Econamic 
Conversion Task Force Focus Group on NEPA appears to be 
preempting the NCPP by implying in a Focus Paper t h a t  the NEPA 
process is the only one avai lable ,  thereby eliminating 
alternatives we t h i n k  may be superior. Tim reported he had done 
so and gob DeGrasse agreed to shelve the Focus Paper until we 
have an opportunity to input. He urged Tim to attend a meeting 
in Washington later this month to make OUT case in more detail. 

Comments on Actions: 

-- Dave Navarro reported that the Steelworkers would prefer to 
serve on the Steering Committee rather than t h e  Sounding Board 
and that Dennis Wise, USWA President, is agreeable to declining 
the  invitation to serve on the latter, 

-- Although invitations to serve on the Sounding Board were sent 
to fndiviauals, we agreed m a t  it is OUT intent that their 
respective organizations be represented by whomever that 
organization designates. 

-- 
See a t t a c h e d  letter- 

-- Dennis Floyd distributed two charts he proposes using for  the 

Chair had not invited CAB, but hag now. 

RFP Public meeting presentntion on January 19, 1994. 

2. D i s c u s s  s- - tte%s 

Assistance Agreement, 



Xinutcs, January 11, 1994 Heeting NCPP Stcaering C o m i t t e e  

0 -  3.  opt a xission Stntement. 

The SC proposed the following wording: 

'The Ussion of the Hatianal Convershm 
to explore and d e v e l o p  the feasibility 
conversion at t h e  Rocky Plats Plant" 

P i l o t  project is 
of econornic 

meeting. 

4. Discuss Stage I deliverables. 

Mark Van Der Puy shared w i t h  the SC a new Draft Of the 
delfverables for the  NCPP Cooperative Agreement. 
discussion ensued regarding the proposed use of the draft work 
plan as an IM/IRA. 

A lengthy 

Some of the questions discussed: 
-- Are w a  then including more in t h e  IM/IRA than i s  needed 

or proper? 
-- What does this mean about the relative r8gUlatOry 

authority of t h e  EPA and the DOE? 

-- 
L- 

-- 

How does this relate to t h e  ZAG? 

Will the DOE accept this approach? 

Nust the I M / I R A  be completed before Stage I1 is begun? 

Hore study of this d r a f t  is needed befora we can reach consensus 
in these and other points discussed below. 

Mark Van Der Puy has attempted to boil down the many exit 
criteria into 5 trgates" through which we must pass in order to 
proceed into Stage I. He was asked by the SC to refer back to 
the questions raised by t h e  w and RZ4 Subcommittees, the RFLII 
list of Stakeholder questions, and CDH and EPA letters l a s t  
Summer identifying regulatory concerns to be sure t h a t  a l l  of 
these are steps leading to these gates. 

-._ . 

This process may reveal additional gates are needed. 

A vigorous discussion of how w e  w i l l  communicate with the 
"publicff. during Stage I SO that we can be s a t i s f i e d  that we have 
shared our plans and surfaced and dealt w i t h  their concerns 
adequately. 
very helpful i n  depicting the "processta we envision. It is 

Steve T a r l t o n  drew a model on the board that was 

presented below: 1-1 
Sh" - 5 E 



The above discussion consumed the majority o f  the available time, 

TWO items were added to the Agenda and w i l l  bo included in n e x t  
i ,e $ 1  

week’s meeting: 

1. 

3. 

Discussion and Position on A l t e r n a t e  Use Document. 

Inclusion of Goals and Objectives w i t h  Mission Statement- 

. -,- 



1994 

We believe that the NCPP ia a very important i n i t i a t i  
anxious to have the CAB participate in it. Me l w k  f 
your reply as soon as possible. our next meeting wfl 
PH Wednesday, January 19, 1994 in t h e o f f i c e  of the 
m a l  Impacts I n i t i a t i v e ,  5460 Ward Road, Arvada. 

! 

very Truly Yours, 

f l z  #!* 9% 
Dennis R. Pl0y4 
Manufacturing Sciences corporation 
NcPP Chairperson 

Enclosures . i 
! cc 89.  G '  ger S h i r t z ,  CAB fntorim zxecutivo Director ! ' -__-. - ___ _____._ . 

Gk7 



HI"TES 

NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 

STEERING COMHI'ITEE HEETING 

January 19, 1994 

Attendance: 

Oraanization Attendee 

-------------- CAB ................... 
CDH ................... Steve Tarleton -------------- COBD ................... 
DOE ................... Mark Van Der Puy - -  

EG&G ................... Tony Tome 
EPA ................... Martin Hestmark 
MSC ................... Dennis Floyd 
RFLII ................... Tim Heaton 
USWA ................... Dave Navarro 

Agenda Covered: 

1. The minutes of the January 11, 1994 meeting were reviewed and 
approved with the following changes: 

a) The date for the minutes was not Jan. 5, 1994. 

2 .  The agenda for the January 19, 1994 meeting is attached. An 
additional agenda item was added: a review of the schedule for 
the January 21, 1994 tour of the 4 RFP buildings that will be 
used for the NCPP. 

0 
.. _p 

3 .  Tim Heaton, SC Liaison with the Public Outreach Subcommittee, 
discussed results of an informal subcommittee meeting held 
January 1 8 ,  1994 for the purpose of preparing a plan for Sounding 
Board and Public Meetings. 
model suggested by Steve Tarlton that was presented in the 
minutes of the January 11, 1994 SC meeting. 
recommended Public Involvement Process is attached. 
proposal was the subject of lengthy discussion, leading to its 
acceptance by consensus, with the following changes: 

The PO subcommittee worked from the 

A copy of their 
This 

a) In the lower left hand box, the proposed wording should 
be changed to the following: 
The Steering Committee agrees with the Issues to be 

addressed during Stage I as well as the methods 
proposed to resolve these Issues" 

The next two boxes will have the same words as 
proposed, except that the words Itaction to be taken" 
will be replaced by the words ltrecommendations defined" 

b) 



Minutes, NCPP Steering Committee, January 19, 1994 2 

c) The words in the last box remain as proposed, except 
that the phrase t'in the draft I M / I R A "  are to be 
deleted. 

The SC also discussed the Role of the Sounding Board and some 
relevant Ground Rules summarized on the attachment. The 
following changes were made and the revised document accepted by 
consensus: 

a) 
b) 

c) 
d) 

The second role will be listed first. 
The first three words of the first role will be deleted 
and it will be listed second. 
The third role will be deleted. 
The word Iranyll will be deleted from the last role. 

e) At the end of the first ground rule the phrase I t ,  not a 
policy-setting groupt1 will be added. 

The SC agreed that the first SB meeting be set for 
February 1, 1994 from 4 : O O  to 6 :OO  PM at an adequate location. 
Tim Heaton, as the SC Liaison to the PO Subcommittee, agreed to 
modify the above documents and coordinate sending them, along 
with an invitation encouraging the SB member or a representative 
from their organization to attend this inaugural meeting of the 
SB. Mark Van Der Puy agreed to prepare a summary of the 
deliverables document to be included with this mailing. 

An important discussion, stimulated by this agenda item, 
resulting in a consensus on the mechanism for deciding whether 
the NCPP should proceed to Stage 11. It is as follows: 

1) After the Public Information Meeting, SC members will 
solicit the position of their respective organizations 
on the question of proceeding to Stage 11. 

2 )  After the members have had adequate time to complete 
item l), the SC will call for a consensus. 

3 )  If the consensus is to recommend proceeding to Stage 
11, the SC will issue a memo declaring this fact and 
asking the EPA, CDH, Governor and DOE/RFO to provide a 
letter supporting this decision. 

4 )  Upon receipt of the letters of support, DOE/RFO will 
formally petition DOE HQ Economic Conversion Task Force 
for release of funding for Stage 11. 

5) Stage 11 will formally commence upon approval of 
funding from DOE HQ and exercise of the Stage I1 Option 
Of the Cooperative Assistance Agreement (CAA) between - .J DOE/RFO and MSC. 
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It was also the consensus of the Steering Committee that, whereas 
it might be desirable to have completed a Draft IM/IRA prior to 
completion of Stage 11, this need not be considered a deliverable 
requirement of the CAA. 

The PO Subcommittee also proposed the attached public involvement 
process for Stage 11. 
urgent need to adopt it exists at present. 
included in the SB mailing. The SC view is that hiring early in 
Stage 11, even prior to the completion of the ROD Process, is 
acceptable, if nor commonplace, within the IM/IRA process. This 
stems from the view that although the ROD process may challenge 
specific details and assumptions, it is unlikely to challenge the 
fundamental decision to proceed. 

This was merely discussed by the SC. 
It is not to be 

No 

The format and content of the IM/IRA was discussed. 
concern expressed that the current outline may be more 
encompassing than necessary, but as long as the necessary 
information is included this may not be detrimental. Another 
concern is that the public may be used to a different format for 
an IM/IRA and this could prove a stumbling block. It was felt., 
however, that since their is no defined process for an IM/IRA, 
this should not be a major problem. Another suggestion is to be 
sure that the CAA not specify that MSC has to take actions not 
within its expertise, but merely to be responsible for seeing 

There was 

that those actions are taken. - (0 
4 .  
January 19, 1994 RFP public meeting were reviewed and accepted by 
consensus. 

The charts for the presentation included as part of t h e  

There was inadequate time to cover remaining items. It was 
agreed to meet again on Wed., January 26, 1994 at 2:OO PM to 
complete these items and prepare for the SB meeting. 

DRF 

._I_ 



AGENDA 

STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

January 1 9 ,  1994 

1. 

2 .  

Review, Approve Minutes gf January 11, 1994 Meeting. 

Discuss Public Outreach Plan for Stage 1. 

3 .  

4 .  Walk-through Public Meeting Presentation. 

5. 

Resume Discussion of Staye I Deliverables. 

Continue Agenda from last meeting, as time permits.  

I9 i 

. -. 
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ROLE OF THE NCC]P SOUNDING BOARD 

.. .. 

*+€&Te-i =------.-- - -  / 
! Committee; 

'\ 4 

1 

Act as a sounding board to the NCF'P Steering Cammittee by 
responding to the solutions proposed by the Steering 
Committee and promptly detemxmn ' gopinions of interested \, &- av apoli o eview g ard 4 ~ n ;  /' nof€&qtee~pCjjeHMd and L~..-~ 

The partidpation and input of the Sounding Board is in 
addition to 
committee. 

t . 
'tizens and organizations of the pmposak; 

public outreach efforts of the Steering 

GROUND RULES: 

e 

0 

Consensus is not expected (. 

We anticipate at least three meetings of the Sounding Board during Stagg I. Stage 
KI involvement will be determined in the future. 

The first SO- Ebard meeting wiU be F e b t q  1,1994. Follow-up m e w  
will be held in March and A@. A public Information meeting will be M d  in 

The time of these meetings should try to accommalate as best as possibk the 
needs of all members of the Sounding Board. It was suggested that a 4:00-6:00 
pm. session be used. 

AU material to be reviewed by the Sounding Board is to be mailed to the members 
at least one-week in advance. 

Who ever chairs the Steering Committee faciiitates the sounding Board. 

April. 
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KINUTES 

NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 

STEERING COXHITTEE HEETING 

January 2 6 ,  1994 

Attendance: 

CAB 
CDH 
COBD 
DOE 
EG&G 
EPA 
MSC 
RFLII 
USWA 

................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 

Attendee 
-------------- 
Steve Tarlton 

Mark Van Der Puy 

Martin Hestmark 
Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heaton 
Dave Navarro 

-------------- 
-------------- 

Agenda Covered: 

1. 
approved without change. 

The minutes o f  the January 19, 1994 meeting were reviewed and 

c 2 .  The Agenda for this meeting was agreed and is attached. 

3. 
excellent work preparing documentation for next Tuesdayl's 
Sounding Board Meeting. 
letter of invitation and each of the enclosures which were 
immediately mailed to the Sounding Board. A copy fo l lows .  

The Issues enclosure was not designated a draft, but as "Rev.lt1, 
to indicate that additions are expected. It was decided to 
categorize issues under headings consistent with the present 
subcommittee structure. 
a subcategory of the Support Services Subcommittee and the issues 
listed under the heading llGeneralll apply to multiple 
subcommittees. 
below each category of issues, the intent of the SC is that each 
subcommittee will develop responses to their respective issues 
and prepare a report t h e  will be provided to the SC and 
incorporated into an overall report that MSC will be required to 
prepare as a deliverable under the Cooperative Assistance 
Agreement (CAA).  

Teresa Mikulsky and Tim Heaton presented the results of their 

The SC modified, then approved, the 

The heading "Health and Safety" will be 

While it was agreed not to list deliverables 



4 .  
"Recommendation to the Steering Committee" document that follows. 
The SC agreed that these actions should be taken, with t h e  
modification that under item 2 the subcommittees be empowered to 
a)  suggest resolutions to issues and b) surface additional 

For Agenda item 3, Mark Van Der Puy provided the 

issues. 

NS : 

Mark agreed to redraft the document, possibly i.n the 
form of the Sounding Board Roles document, and provided 
it t o  the subcommittee,liaisons to distribute to the 
subcommittees. 

The liaisons will convene their respective 
subcommittees within two weeks to implement these 
recommendations. 

1. 

2 .  

The present list of subcommittee members and liaisons was revised 
and is included in the following. 

5. A useful discussion of Stage I deliverables was held. 
board was used liberally to try to capture concepts visually. 
The "Stage I NCPP Process" sketch that follows tries to capture 
the essence of the discussion. 
depicts activities that must take place to feed information into 
the lower half. 
those that impact the IM/IA9A (or equivalent) regulatory process  
that will be used to administer Stage I1 activities. 

The 

The upper half of the sketch 

Not all activities of Stage I are listed, merely 

This sketch may be helpful in trying to reach a consensus of the 
steering committee on Stage I exit criteria. 
studied, then debated at our next meeting. 

6. 
21, 1994 tour of the NCPP buildings was signed and follows. 

It should be 

The letter of gratitude t o  EG&G for supporting the January 

Agenda Items 5 and 6 were not discussed. 

ACT1 ON: -.:-=-- 
All members of the steering committee are requested to 
attend the Sounding Board meeting, Tuesday, February 1, 
1994 at RFLII from 4:OO to 6:OO PM. 

The next Steering Committee meeting w i l l  be on Wednesday, 
February 9, 1994 at 2:OO PM at RFLII. 

3 
,-r 



FAX KESSAGE 

Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
Denver Off ice  

Phone: 303-237-8576 FAX: 303-233-2993 -~ 

Date: January 25, 1994 NO. Pages: <' 
(Including Cover) 

To: Distribution 
From: Dennis Floyd 

Organization: 

Distribution: 

'I CDH 
?COBD 

* DOE 
.EG&G 
,EPA 

RFLII 
.fMSC 

8 USWA 

b * . * . . b * h . C * . b . * O * *  ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 

Steve ~ a r l & n  
Michelle garper ' 

Mark Van D e r  Puy 
Tony Tome . 
Martin Hestmark 
Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heaton 
Dave Navarro 

Proposed Agenda, NCPP Steering Committee Meeting, 2:Oa PM January 

1. Review/correct/approve minutes from January 18, 1994 meeting. 

'e 26 ,  1994 Q RFLII: 

J 2. Presentation from public Outreach Subcommittee on Sounding 
Board letter - Teresa Mikulsky and Tim Heaton. 

3 .  Reinvigorate Subcommittees - Mark Van Der Puy. 
4.  

5 .  

6. 

Agree on Stage 1 Deliverables. 

Discuss the Alternate Use Document. 

Discuss Goals and Objectives fo r  the NCPP. 

J 7. sign letter* commending E G ~ G  for the January 21, 1994 tour. 

* Please review the draft letter enclosed and leave a voice mail 
message if you want it changeU before we sign it, 

8 .  O t h e r  items that members request be added. 

DRP 



Mr. Mikt Simmons 
EGBLG 
1544 North str#t 
Boul&,CO 80304 

Thank you for agreeing to represent your org&on on the National Conversion NO! Project 
Sounding B o d .  The Steering Commiw is anxious to begh discussing the pilot p W s t  with 
you and other members. The fitsf, m a g  of tbe Sounding Board scheduld from 400 to 6:OO 
pm. on Tuesday, February 1, at thc officc3 of jhe Rocky Flats b p ~ l  Lmpacrs Initiative. The 
Initiative is located at 5460 Ward Road, Suite 205,5 Anah If yOU Cannot a#end, Please Sepd 
an alternate. P l w  RSVP by talephoning Tensa.Mikulsky, EG&G ROC& Flats CommmV 
Relations, at 965594. .. 

Enclosed is the following information for you to review prior to the meeting: 

1> Agenda for the meeting; 
2.) 
3) 
4) 
5) SteeringCommitteemembers; 

The Steering Committee has organized kcy project issues and questions into Seven categories 
(see attached). Please take some time to reyicw this w h m e n t  carefully. These issues and 
questions will be addressed before moving forward with the project. For this first meehg,  we 
arc specifically intercstced in your perspective on these issues and questions and whcthcr or not 
there are others rfiarneed to be added to rbc& 

Role and ground rules for the Sounding Board; 
Potential N a t i d  Conversion Pilot Project issues; 
National Conversion Pilot Project fact sheet; 

r 5) SoundingBoardmcmbcrs 

W e  anticipate the Sounding Board will meet at least two additional b c s  ovcr thc ncxt two 
months. The Sounding Board will set convenient dates and times for fume meetings on 
February 1. As Stage 1 nears completion, we will discuss the need for the Sotrading Board to 
continue to meet 

Again, thmk you for s@g to become a member of our Sounding Board. W e  look forward to 
meting you on Fcbnsary 1. 

Dennis R Royd 
Chair, National Conversion Pilot Project Steering Cornmitttee 
Vice President 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

cc; SteeMg Committee 3 



Recommendation to the Steering Committee 
1/26/94 

(Van Der my) 

Issue: Seven issues and numerous subpoints requiring resolution for 
successful completion of Stage f activities have been identifled. 

Recomendatio~~ Additional access to and empowennent of Working 
Groups is recommended to commence aggressive issue resoiutioxx 

1. The Steering Committee should assign each of the seven Issues to 
the appropriate Working G~OUP, 

2. within two weeks, the steering Committee liaison to the working; 
group should convene the working group to: 

a. 
b. 

d. 
e. 
6 

C. 

- 
3. 

elect a chairperson, 
make assignments for resolution of specific subpoints, 
develop a schedule for resolution of subpoints and issues, 
actively work to resolve those issues and subpoints, and 
provide biweekly reports to the Steering Committee. 
rd- c r u f  rrr8.q 

@G%g availability, no Steering Committee member should be 
the liaison to more than one working group. 

4. Organizational representatives need to take back to their 
respective organizations the need for focused support of Working 
Gmup activities. This is especially important for MSC, EG&G and RFO 
representatives. 

5. If more than one agency representative is on a Working Group, a 
lead point-of-contact should be established. 

6. Additional issues and subpoints may be assigned by the Steering 
Committee as appropriate. 



.. -- 
(as of  January 2 6 ,  1 9 9 4 )  

Environmental Restoration 

Martin Hestnark, Liaison 
Marco ColaLancin 
Bill P i t c h  
Dlak Hyland 
Ned Hutchins 
Steve Tarlton 
Joe Schiefflin 
Edd King 

Steve T i r l t o n ,  Liaison 
Fred Dowsett 
Mark Haupt 
Martin Hestmark 
Tom Lukow 
Rich Schassburger 
Tim Hedahl 

Business Plan 

Dennis Floyd, Liaison 
John Mullins 
Tony Tome 
Bob Reese 0 Euman Resources 

Prank Yaklich 
Mary Ann Amaral 
Marty Dondelinger 
Barbara Wade 
Margaret Degangi 
Dave Navarro, Liaison 

public Outreach 

Teresa fikulsky 
Tim Heaton, Liaison 
Rob Henneke 
Dennis Floyd 
Dave Navarro 
Steve Tarlton 

Support S e r v i c e s  

Prank Yaklich 
R i c h  Higgins 
Gary Francis, Liaison 
B i l l  Gillison 
Jim Visser 
Dave JorUan 
Mariane Anderson 

EPA 

DOE 
DOE/=I 
E G f G  
CDH 
CDH 
CDK 

BNFL Inca 

CDH 
CDH 
BNFL fnc. 
EPA 
DOE 
DOE 
EG&G 

MSC 
COBD 
EGGG 
DOE 

MSC 
EG&G 
EG&G 
DOE 
MSC 
USWA 

EG 6tG 
RFLII 
EPA 
MSC 
USWA 
CDH 

MSC 
EG&G 
EG&G 
Wackenhut 
fGWA 
BTC 
DOE 
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January 25, 1994 

Mr. Harry M a n n  
General  Manager 
EG&G Rocky F l a t s  
P.O. Box 464 
Golden, CO 80402-0464 

Subject: 
Project Buildings at Rocky Fluts P l a n t .  

January 21, 1994 Tour of National Conversion P i l o t  

Dear Hr. Mann: 

We, the undersigned members of the NCPP steering Committee, would 
l i k e  to express our gratitude to EG&G for organizing and 
conducting an excellent tour on short notice- It was very 
helpful  at this early stage fn our activities to walk through 
these buildings that w i l l  be used for the NCPP ancl get a good 
sense of the tusk ahead. 

. .  . .  . 
The following members of yaur organization did an outstanding jab 
during the course of our day at the p l a n t  site: 

Tony Tome 
K e n  Sedlmayr 
LUCY Trujillo 
Dick Stagner 
Cheryl Sedlmayr 
Teresa Hikulsky 
Lorie Roseff 
Mike Simmons 
Sharon Bokan 
Chuck Sandt 
Brian Gaudet (EMI) 

Organized and coordinated the tour. 
Led the 444 t o u r  very hospitably. 
Arranged badging and dosimetry. 
Innovatively enabled 800 complex t o u r ,  
Provided photo Jounalism support. 
Gathered needed publio outreach insight. 
Obtained video record of tour, 
Provided technical insight to operations- 
Provided technical insight to operations. - _ _  
Supported the 8831865 tour. 
Directed docmentation f o r  NCTP record. 

. _ -  ~ . 

By copy of this letter, we convey our gratitude to &&em.' 

Steve Tarleton 

sincerely, 

CDH 

DOE ./.+.*.*-. .....-.. 
EPA 

MSC 

Hark V a n  Der Pur 

 arti in Hestmark 

Ak?!?d.&g-. . . Dennis Floyd 

RFLII Tim Heaton 

USWA ... -Ts.**n.w.. . Dave Navarro 

cc Mark Silverman, DOE/RFO - 41 



. .  _ -  . 

HINUTES 

NATIONAL CONVWSION PILOT PROJECT 

STEERING COHHITTEE MEETING 

February 9 ,  1994 
Attendance: 

o r a d z a t  ion 

COBD ................... DOE ................... Mark Van Der Puy 
E G t G  ................... Gary Francis 
EPA ................... Rob Henneke 
MSC ................... Dennis Floyd 
RFLII ................... USWA ................... Dave Navarro Tim Heaton 

Agenda Covered: 

1. The’minutes of the January 26, 1994 meeting were reviewed and 
approved with the change that the diagram of the Stage I process 
should be the subject of further discussion before being adopted. 
j4CTION. Each subcommittee is asked to create a flow chart f o r  
their own work activities patterned after the one attached that 
Mark Van Der Puy prepared showing the Work Logic for the NCPP. 
Dates should be pegged to weeks after the CAA signing. The 
master flow sheet will then reflect the flow charts of a l l  the 
subcommittees. This whole concept to be discussed at next week‘s 
SC meeting. 

2 .  The Agenda for this meeting was agreed and is attached. 

3. Subcommittee reports: 

a )  ER - .. No report. 
b) WM - No Report. 
C) HR - Meeting scheduled for Tuesday, February 15, 1994. 
d) BP - Meeting was scheduled but cancelled due to 

conflicts. 
Meeting to be rescheduled. 

Progress reported in isolated areas. 

_-  9 
e) SS - Gary Francis convened the first meeting o f  the 

Support Services subcommittee and reported good 
agreement on a way forward. 
into HS&E and Site Support activities. 

considering subdividing 



f) PO - =ION. Tim Heaton asked SC members to comment on 
the notes from the first Sounding Board meeting so they 
can be issued to SB members. 

=TON. The SC Liaisons are urged to convene their respective 
subcommittees before next meeting and carry out the activities 
agreed at our 1/26/94 meeting. 

ON. Am1 

adequately answers waste storage issues that have been 

Ed agree to ask Steve Tarlton to obtain a position from 
. the WM subcommittee regarding whether the Alternate Use Study 

identified. 

A discussion was held on the matter of what the SC expects f r o m  
the subcommittees in the way of responses to the issues each is 

1 ans tasked to handle. 
not more plans and studies. 
answers may occur in Stage 11, but the definition of what will be 
done to resolve each issue must be agreed by the SC as .an 
adequate resolution for that issue. 
incorporated into a report from each subcommittee and all of 
these reports will be included in the contractor's final report 

w e n  I The consensus is that we need rea 
The actual implementation of the 

These resolutions will be 

f o r  Stage 1. 

4 .  
was very favorable to the aims of the NCPP. 

Mark and Tim reported that the ED meeting in Washington D.C. 
Examples: 

a) ~ h e - a n e e - e e n ' r e v c r s = ~ ~ - ~ 6 ~ ~ ~ e ~ ~ n e s u - f e r - ~ e g ~ ~ ~ t e ~ ~  
meehan~sn4-tare-Seen-~ed~ee2-tc-saggest=e~~-en~-~e-ne~ 
e a r r y - t k e - f e r e e - e f - ? e ~ ~ e ~ - ~ ~ - e ~ d ~ ~ 3 ~  
Clarigication that ED Guidelines are guidelines, not 
Orders. 

b) B B E - a r l e r s - w ~ ~ r - n e t - ~ p ~ ~ ~ - t e - ~ e ~ ~ e - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g e ~ e ~ t ~ - ~ ~  
eanten~~attd-in-Stage-Iii- 
A Guidelines statement regarding the inapplicability of 
DOE Orders to outleasing (likely to be subjected to 
significant DOE HQ deliberation before inclusion in 
final guidelines) 

Bob DeGrasse was very active in meetings both days and 
said things reflecting favorably on the NCPP and his 
support for it. 

C) 



5 .  
according to the attached outline. 

A discussion of recent contractor progress was presented 

6. 
few goals/objectives for the NCPP that represent their 
organization's interests. 
Floyd by COB Monday and he will distribute them to all members 
prior to the Wed. February 16, 1994 SC meeting, where they will 
be debated. 

D. It was agreed that individual SC members prepare a 

These are to be provided to Dennis 

7 .  Other agenda items covered:. 

a) It was decided that the NCPP should not seek a formal 
role in the February 23, 1994 RF public meeting. 
ACI'ION. 
an informal status report if appropriate. 

It was recommended that the tape from the tour be 
modified with voice-over to help make it intelligible. 
=ION. Dennis Floyd said that MSC has started this 
effort already and will take the responsibility for 
completing it in time for the next Sounding Board 
meeting. 

Tim reported that the NCPP Steering Committee is on the 
agenda for the Land Use Planning and Environmental 
Restoration Conference March 16-17 in .Gaithersburg. 
Financial assistance f o r  travel and lodging is 
available to members who need it. Our session is March 
17, but we have been asked to be available all day both 
days if possible. 

d) ACTION. Tim to prepare revised listing of issues, 
including suggestions from Sounding Board and other 
sources and make it available to subcommittees for 
their meetings. 

Mark Van Der Puy agreed to attend and provide 

b) 

c) 

DRF 
March 4 ,  1994 



. 
HINUTES 

NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 

STEERING COHMITTEE KEETING 

February 9 ,  1994 
Attendance: 

Oraani zat  i o n  

CAB ................... 
CDH ................... 
COBD ................... 
DOE ................... 
EG&G ................... 
EPA ................... 
MSC ................... 
RFLII ................... . .  

USWA ................... 

Attendee 
-------------- 
Ed Kray 

Mark Van Der Puy 
Gary Francis 
Rob Henneke 
Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heaton . . .  
Eave Navarro 

-------------- 

Agenda Covered: 

1. The minutes of the January 26, 1994 meeting were reviewed and 
approved vith the change that the diagram of the Stage I process 
should be the subject of further discussion before being adopted. 

Each subcornittee is asked to create a flow chart for 
their own work activities patterned after the one attached that 
Mark Van Der Puy prepared showing the Work Logic for the NCPP. 
Dates should be pegged to weeks after the CAA signing. 
master flow sheet will then reflect the flow charts of all the 
subcommittees. 
SC meeting. 

CTION. 

The 

This whole concept to be &iscussed at next week's 

2. The Agenda for this meeting was agreed and is attached. 

3 .  Subcommittee reports: 

a) EX - No report. 
b) h'M - No Report. 
c) HR - Meeting scheduled for Tuesday, February 15, 1994. 
d) BP - Meeting was scheduled but cancelled due to 

conflicts. 
Meeting to be rescheduled. 

Support Services subcommittee and reported good 
agreement on a way forward. 
into HS&E and Site Support activities. 

Progress reported in isolated areas. 

e) SS - Gary Francis convened the first meeting of the 
considering subdividing 



- 
Kinutes, NCPP Steering Committee Weeting, February 9 ,  1994 

6. 
few goals/objectives for the NCPP that represent their 
organization's interests. 
Floyd by COB Monday and he will distribute *&ern to all members 
prior to the Wed. February 16, 1994 SC meeting, where they will 

=TON. It was agreed that individual SC members prepare a 

These are to be provided to Dennis 

be debated. 

7 .  Other agenda items covered: 

a) It was decided that the NCPP should not seek a formal 
role in the February 23, 1994 RF public meeting. 
ACTTON. 
an informal status report if appropriate. 

Mark Van Der Puy agreed to attend and provide 

. .  

b) It was recommended that the tape from the tour be 
modified with voice-over to help make it intelligible, 
A C T I O N .  Dennis Floyd said that MSC has started this 
effort already-and will take the responsibility for 
completing it in time for the next Sounding Board 
meeting. 

Tim reported that the NCPP Steering Committee is on the 
agenda for the Land Use Planning and Environmental 
Restoration Conference March 16-17 in Gaithersburg. 
Financial assistance f o r  travel and lodging is 
available to members who need it. Our session is March 
17, but we have been asked to be available all day both 
days if possible. 

d) ACTION. Tim to prepare revised listing of issues, 
including suggestions from Sounding Soard and other 
sources 2r.d make it available to subcommittees f o r  
their meetings. 

c) 

DRF 
February 11, 1994 

- .  . ' . 
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PROPOSE? AGENDA 

NCPP Steering Committee Meeting 

February 9 ,  1994 

1. 

2 .  Update on Subcommittee Activities: 

Review/Modify/Approve Minutes of Last Meeting. 

a )  Environmental Restoration - Martin Hestmark 
b) Waste Management - Steve Tarleton 
c) Human Resources - Dave Navarro 
d) Business Plan - Dennis Floyd 
e) Support Services - Gary Francis 
f) Public Outreach - Tim Heaton 

3. 
Washington 2/3 and 2 / 4 / 9 4  - Tim Heaton and Hark Van Der Puy. 

Report on the Economic Conversion Task Force Meeting Held in 

: 4 .  NC?P Contractor Progress, Report - Dennis Floyd 
5 .  Discussion of Previous Agenda Items Yet to Be Worked, e.g. 

Goals and Objectives for the NCPP *,$E, -- 
-- Alternate Use Document 

6. Other Items SC Members Add 



National Conversion Pilot Project Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

.e Appendix C 

Human Resources Subcommittee Minutes 

NCPP - Stage I 



a 
REF. NO.: 

DATE: September 24, 1993 
. -. 

TO: 

Margaret DeGangi MSC 
Mary Ellen A m d  EG&G 
(Marty Dondehger - Alt.) EG&G 
Mike Hargreaves DOE-RFO 

Telefax Message 
5655 S. Yosemite, Suite 100 
Engiewood, CO 80111 
Phone: 303-694-0700 
FAX: 303-694- 18 16 

6 15-48 1-0455 6 15-48 1-3 142 (fax) 
303-966-7652 303-966-8121 (fax) 
303-966-2725 303-966-6154 ( f a )  
303-966-2150 303-966-7040 (fax) 

303-694- 181 6 (fa) 

FROM: 

Chair MSC ('BNFL Inc.) 303-694-0700 

SUBJECT: Human Resources Working Group Meeting - NUMBEROFPAGES: 3 
September 24th Meering 1Mnutes 

Attached are the draft minutes from Friday's conference call. Please review and return 
comments to me by COB Tuesday, September 28th so that I can have final minutes prepared 
for the NCPP Steering Committed meeting Wednesday. 

a 
Thanks, Mark 



National Conversion Pilot Project 
Human Resources Working Group 

Meeting Minutes 
September 24, 1993 

GROUP MEMBERS: 

Margaret DeGangi 
Mary Ellen Amaxal 

MSC 615-481-0455 
EG&G 303-966-7652 

(Maxty Dondelinger - Nt.) -EG&G -. 303-966-2725 
Mike Hargreaves DOE-RFO 303-966-2150 

615-481-3 142 ( f a )  
303-966-8121 (fax> 
303-966-6154 (fax> 
303-966-7040 ( f a )  

INTERfM CHAIR: 

Mark Haupt MSC (BNFL Inc.) 303-694-0700 303-694-1 8 16 ( f a )  

SUBJECT: 

NCPP Human Resources Working Group (HRWG) September 24, 1993 Meeting Minutes 

The above group (minus MaryEllen Amad) met via phone on Friday, September 24, 1993. The 
group discussed MSC Human Resources issues relating to Phase 1 of the NCPP and identifred the 
following questions to be resolved before or during Phase 1: 0 
Q1: 
Al: 

. ,- 

Q2: 
A2: 

Q3: 

A3: 

0 44: 
44: 

- .-. 

Can EG&G Human Resources staff transfer requested information MSC? 
Mike to provide Many wirh correspondence allowing transfer to MSC of requesred 
infomrion in the areas of salary gnzdeslranges, job families, benefits and personnel 
availability. Personnel availability information, ar this time, will only include job 
classificariom and quantities and not identities of individuals. (Action Item I - Mike - 
Seprember 2 8th) 

Should there be a representative from the Unions in the Working Group? 
Mark will discus issue wirh the Steering Committee nexf Wednesday, at which rime a 
decision will be made. (Acnon Item 2 - Mark - September 29th) 

What are the current salary grades/ranges, job families, benefits and availability of personnel 
at Rocky Flats? 
Upon f o m l  approval from Mike, Many to provide Margarer wirh infomrion relating to the 
above, exclusive of idenriries of individuals. Marry suggested thar a list of personnel to be 
laid off volunranly will be avaihble in the nerr few weeks. An involwzrary layoflisr Will be 
avaihble in early November. Further discussion to release rhe idenriries of individuals 
available for Phase 2 and 3 will be required. (Acnon Item 3 - Marry - September 28th) 

What are the projected staffmg needs of MSC for Phases 2 and 3? 
A Staflng Plan will have to be developed in Phase 1 to idenrifi personnel types and when 
these personnel are needed. A preliminary list of personnel required for P h e  2 will be 
developed by Margarer upon Dennis Floyd’s rerum. This Iisr will become more complere as 



QS: 
A5: 

Q6: 

46: 

MSC conducts its Phase 1 assessment of buildings and determines required cleanup acriviries. 
(Acrion Item 4 - Margaret - October 15th) 

Can MSC hire EG&G personnel who are actively employed at Rocky Flats? 
A determination to resolve this issue will have to be made during MSCDOE Cooperative 
Agreement negotiations or as part of Phase 1 activities. 

Who will provide to MSC services (medical, frre protection, security, etc.) during Phases 2 
and 3 of this project? 
To‘be addressed in Phase 1- Stafjing-Plan. 

The Group agreed that Mark Haupt will continue as interim chairperson until Dennis Floyd’s return. 

The following summarizes the Group’s near-term Action Items and longer-term Phase 1 issues: 

NCPP Human Resources Working Group Action Items: 

1. Mike to provide Ma.rty with correspondence allowing transfer to MSC of requested 
information in the areas of salary grades/mges, job families, current benefits and personnel 
availability. Personnel availability information at this time would only include job 
classifications and quantities, but not identities of individuals. (Action Item 1 - Mike - 
September 2 8 th) - 

2. Mark will discuss addition of Union represenptive to the Working Group with the Steering 
Committee next Wednesday, at which time a decision will be made. (Action Item 2 - Mark - 
September 29th) 

Upon formal approval from Mike, Marty to provide Margaret with information relating to 
salary grades/ranges, job families, current benefits and personnel availability, exclusive of 
identities of individuals. (Action Item 3 - Marty - September 28th) 

1 
3. 

4. A preliminary list of personnel required by MSC for Phase 2 will be developed by Margaret 
upon Dennis Floyd’s return. (Action Item 4 - Margaret - October 15th) 

NCPP Steering Committee Punch List Items: 

Phase 1 to identrfy andor address the following: 

1. Release of identities of personnel available to MSC for Phase 2 and 3. 

2. Phase 1 Staffing Plan to idendy MSC personnel classifications, quantities and when 
required. Plan will also include EG&G personnel classifications, quantities and when 
available. 

MSC hire of EG&G personnel who are actively employed at RocLy Flats. 3. 

4. MSC services (medical, fEe protection, security, etc.) required during Phases 2 and 3 of this 
project. 



Membership : 
* -  

M a r y  Ellen Araaral EG&C/RF? -- H e y  Rondelinger, Alternate 
Dennis ~loyd MSC 237-8576 (FAX 233-2993) . 
-- M a r g a r e t  DeGangi, Alternate 

966-7652 ( FAX-6121) * 
966-2725 (TU-6154)  

635-481-0455 (FAX-3142) * 

Mark Haupt BKPL Inc,  

966-2150 (FAX-7040) 
966-3317 (Fm-7040)* 

694-0700 (FAX-1816)* 

The conference participants included all of the above except Mike 
Hargrenves and Mark Haupt, The maeking foSlowsd the  planned 
agenda and the  minutes w i l l  be reyorted in the same order. 

addition8 ara K e c e s s  gee item 4 below. 
1 .  r r l a f j - . IM  e herq The above l i s t i n g  i s  accurzte, but 

2. Revjew l i i ~ t n q s .  

QI. DOE provided authorizatiun t o  EG&G t o  release KR 
information requested by XSC, 
3 0 ,  but EG&G has 90 record so Bprbara will send anomer 

This was dane an Sept. 

43. Current Wage and Benefit Infomation.  
regarding t y p s  of personnel MSC anticigates h i r ing  as 
part of the NCPP project before complying w i t h  t h i s  
request. 
3. week aftsr obtaining M9C‘s response t o  44 .  

44 .  %ojectad Staffing Needs. MSC agreed to provide the 
HEWG by Nov. 23 w i t h  a List of types and rough a s t h a t 8  
of quantities of workers that w i l l  be needed for tke 
Phase II activities. T d s  will be an est’mats onLYt 

EG&G needs input 

EGGG w i l l .  provide a response ta th is  question 



but i s  needed t o  obtain the input for 43 abave. 

Q5 

.. 

Hiring of active EGtG employees. 
f d h d n g  protocol, For &dose active EG&G employees 
W i t h  whom MSC irrtands to ini t ia te  contact: regarding 
employment on me NCPP, ICSC w i l l  notizy EGCG of this 
intent, 
w i t h  EISC regarding prospectiv~ mployment their 
interest would be kept in confidence by MSC. 
exCressed concern -at this arrangement might: 
jaapardiza their ability t o  p e r f o m  crit ical 
assignments f o r  DOE. 

topic for discussion a t  OUT first face-to-faca neetfng. 

MSC proposed the 

For active EG&G emgloyees who i n i t i a t e  contact 

G & G  

It was agreed that this issue 
CZClnOt be F8SOlVed i n  a teleconference and it w i l l  be 8 

46. Support' Seririces. - This topic wil!. be handled l a t e r  i n  
Phase X, perhaps by another working group. 

4 ,  
identified and agreed as appropriate :  

'Ph&qR -f wt e, r, terfa. The following exit criteria were 

A. Adoption o f  a staffing Plan, 
data for this plan m u s t  come from the Business Plan 
Working Group; 

B e  Adoption of e, Wage and B e n e f i t  Plan. 

C ,  EstabTj.shment of mPLoyee P o l i c i e 5  and Procedures 

D. Adoptfan of e Training P l a n .  In this regard a d d i t i o n a l  
p f l r t i c i p a t i o n  in the HRWG w i l l  be needed. Barbaxa Wade 
Wlll contact George Cannode to r a p r e s a t  JloE/RXl and 
M8ry E l l e n  Amara1,will c o n t a c t  Arlen KuefEer of EG&G to 

It is accsptad thak "&e 

. 
' a s s i s t  wit.?.? th i s  top ic .  . .  

. . . *  

5.  -3. L. T m P  tJ- 

6 - ! 2 .  
Flats .  

It was scheduled for December 7 ,  1993 at  Xocky 
Margaret DaGangi w i l l  anange to attend from Tennessee. 

Dennis R. r'loyd 
Manufacturing Sciences corporation 
Chairman 

. . ., 



REF. NO.: 

DATE: February 23, '1994 

'TO: HRWGMembers I 

FROM: Mark L. Haupt 

SUBJECT: Final HEtWG Minutes 

Telefax Message 
5655 S. Yosemite, Suite 100 
Englewood, CO 80111 
Phone: 303-694-0700 
FAX: 303-694-1 8 16 

NUMBER: SeeAttached 

NUMBEROFPAGES: 4 

Please frnd attached the Final minutes of the February 15, 1994 HRWG meeting. Changes 
to the Draft minutes are identified by a" I " in the right hand mar,@. Also attached is 
feedback from the February 16, 1994 meeting of the NCPP Steering Committee regarding 
HRWG issues. The HRWG chairman, Frank Yaklich, will be contacting members regarding 
the Group's next meeting. 

\ 



National Conversion Pilot Project 
Human Resources Working Group 

Meeting iMinutes 
February 15, 1994 

GROUP MEMBERS ORGANIZ ATXON PHONE NO. FAX NO. 

Margaret DeGangi 
Mary Ellen Amaral - Lead 
lMarty Doadelinger .. 
LMike Hargreaves - Lead 
Dennis Wise - Lead 
David Navarro - Liaison 
Frank Yac:klich - Chair 
Mark Haupt 

MSC 
EG&G 
EG&G 

USWA 
USWA 
MSC 
MSC (BNFL Inc.) 

DOE-RFO 

6 15-48 1-0455 
303-966-7652 
303 -966-2725 
303-966-2150 
303-966-7750 
303-966-6050 
303-966-8486 
303-966-8486 

615-481-3142 
303-966-8 121 
303-966-6 154 
303-966-7040 
303-966-4317 
303-966-7255 
303-9664773 
303-9664773 

SUBJECT: NCPP Human Resources Working Group (HRWG) February 15, 1994 Meeting iMnutes 

The above: group (with Margaret DeGangi by teleconference) met on Tuesday, February 15, 1994. The group discussed NCPP 
Human Resources issues relating to Phases I and II of the Project. Specifically, eight questions geoerated by the NCPP Steering 
C o d t t a : ,  the Working Group and others were addressed during the meeting. These questions must be resolved Working 
Group before or during Phase I. 

Q1: What current workers wilI be available to the private operator in Stage II? 

rs available to MSC for Stage Tz should primariIy consist of previous Rocky Flats workers who have been laid off  8 tarily or involuntarily) or retired and current Rocky Flats workers who have been told they will be iaid off or who are ”at 
risk“ o f  being laid off  in the foreseeable future. 

It was sugsested that recruiting, for certain disciplines, by MSC for Stage II in local newspapers be discouraged. 

Other DOE locations, where workforce restructuring has beedis undenvay, should be considered as possible sources o f  personnel 
for LMSC. 

X new “at risk” list is being prepard by EG&G and will available to the Working Group as soon as all people are advised. I 
I 
I This is prcbably months away. 

Consensus needs to be made among Working Group members regarding definition of the Rocky Flats talent pool available to 
MSC for the NCPP. 

Future voliintary and involuntary layoffs may not coincide with the time frame required by the NCPP. 

What is MSC’s Pre-Staffing Pian? 

Significant work is required by MSC to define worker type, quantity and time frame (Action - MSC). 

Following identification of the above, EG&G wiu provide lists o f  laid off and “at risk” Rocky Flats workers. Lists will include 
both hourly and salaried workers. 

What assurances will the private operator give to dislocated workers and the communi@ to hire them? 

SC should generate a statement in. Stage I verifying that Rocky Flats workers (as defrned above) will be cons ided  first in mY 
Gmployment action for Stage II. 

It was suggested that laid off workers from other DOE sites be considered next. blarch Ist ,  an electronic system with resumes 
af workers available from other sires t. ill be accessible by EGSrG. EG&G couid provide MSC access as well. 



, 

costs for workets hired by MSC from other DOE sites may, in part, be covered by DOE'S Workforce Restructuring 
for the specific worker's site. 

43: What is a "former" Rocky Flats worker? 

It was suggested that "anyone who has been recently impacted by workforce restructuring" be included as a "former" Rocky Flats 
worker. Also see discussion under Question I. 

June 1, 1992 should be used as the start date for defining workforce restructuriug activities. 

EG&G, J.S. Jones and WSI workers should be included as "former" Rocky Flats workers, as defined in the Rocky Flats 
Workforce Restructuring Plan. 

44: What are the training requirements for the private operator's activities? Who is responsible for the training? 

MSC will ultimately be responsible for training of the Stage JI NCPP workers. They will be largely assisted in defining and 
conducting required trainins by BNFL Inc. The training curriculum and schedule for Stage IT will be definzd during Stage I. 

Q5: How will workers be transitioned from Stage II to Stage III? 

Since the contractor for Stage IlI may not be MSC, it was suggested that some work continuation guarantees be in place before 
hiring Stage II workers. This would be similar in practice to when a new M&O contractor takes over a DOE site. 

46: What percentage of workers to be hired will be Rocky Flats workers? 

This was n.ot considered a good question by the Working Group. It would be tough for MSC to make any commitments other 
identified in the discussion under Question 2 above. 

What is the relationship between unions and the new employees? Will there be a friendly atmosphere toward 
labor? 

Initially, there will be no formal relationship between the current unions and the new employees. However, federal labor laws 
will presidla over any future d o n  activities by MSC workers or workers of subsequent private operators. 

The current unions have been very supportive of the NCPP and this is expected to continue throughout the life of the Project. 

QS: What effect will the NCPP have on the existing union at Rocky Flats? 

The USWA memben of the Working Group feel that their union members will be supportive o f  the NCPP. 

Working Group Action Items: 

1. MSC to generate Stage II Pre-Staffing Plan to include definition o f  worker type, quantiq and time fmme. This will be 
given to the Working Group for consideration. 

Future Meetings: 

The next scheduled meeting was set for March 15, 1994 at 9:OO AM at a place to be determined. 

It was also decided that meetings would be caiIed on an as needed basis and that much of the work could be done more 
ntly in smaller groups between formal meetings. 



Dave Na.varro’s Feedback from NCPP Steering Committee Meting: 

verbally reported the issues discussed during the Human Resources Working Group meeting of February 15, 1994, 
February 16, 1994 meeting o f  the NCPP Steering Committee. Tne feedback gathered from the Steering Committee is as 

Feedback on Q3: The HRWG should reevaluate the start date and it should be done by a subcommittee o f  the HRWG. 
Some think that January 1,  1992 might be a better date due to some early layoffs o f  Building Trades 
Councii personnel. It was also suggested that the subcommittee created to address this issue be 
composed of people from: 

Budding Trades Council 
Guards Union 

. WSI Management 
J. A. Jones Management 
BNFL Inc. 

. -.. 

(At Frank Yaklich’s request, Mark Haupt o f  BNFL Inc. will chair this subcommittee. This 
subcommittee will only meet once, resolve this issue, report back to the Working Group, and disband.) 

Feedback on Q4: The Steering Committee is of the opinion that a subcommittee be appointed to address the question o f  
training. The subcommittee should consist of representatives from: 

EG&G Training Department 
DOE-RFO Training Department 
BNFL Inc. 
WSI Management 
Guards Union 
Building Trades Council 
MSC 

(At Frank Yaklich’s request, Mark Haupt of BNFL Lnc. will chair this subcommittee.) 

Feedback on Q5: It W ~ S  suggested that in the RequFt for Proposal for Stage m, some language be added that would 
reward the successfd bidder i f  they uked Stage II NCPP workers. 

It was also suggested by the Steering Committee that the HRWG meet more often than once a month and that they meet before 
the next scheduled meeting o f  the Group which is March 15th. 



National Conversion Pilot Project 
Human Resources Subcommittee 

Meeting 1Minutes 
March 15, 1994 

GROUP MEMBERS ORGANIZATION PHONE NO. FAX NO. 

Margaret DeGangi 
Mary Ellen Amaral - Lead 
Marty Dondelinger 
Mike Hargreaves - Lead 
Dennis Wise - Lead 
David Navarro - Liaison 
Frank Yacklich - Chair 
Mark Haupt 

MSC 
EG&G 
EG&G 

USWA 
USWA 
MSC 
MSC (BNFL hc.)  

DOE-RFO 

6 15-4814455 
303-966-7652 
303-966-2725 
303-966-2 150 
303-966-7750 
303-9666050 
303-966-8486 
303-966-8456 

615-481-3142 
303-9664 12 1 
303-966-6 154 
303-966-7040 
303-966-43 17 
303-966-7255 
303-966-4773 
303-966-4773 

SUBJECT: NCPP Human Resources Subcommittee (HRWG) March 15, 1994 Meeting Minutes - Draft 

The above group (minus Mark Haupt and with Margaret DeGangi by teleconference) met on Tuesday, March 15, 
1994. The group discussed NCPP Human Resources issues relating to Stages I and 11 o f  the Project. Speciiically, 
eight questions generated by the NCPP Steering Committee, the Subcommittee and others were addressed during 
the meeting. These questions must be resolved by the Subcormkittee before or during Stage 1. 

Q1: What current workers wilI be available to the private operator in Stage II? 

MSC supplied the HR Subcommittee with a preliminary list of the types of skills that are being considered at this 
time. 

EG&G wiII supply MSC with a current list of laid off Rocky Flats workers. (Action EG&G) 

42: What assurances will the private operator give to dislocated workers and the community to hire them? 

After discussion it was decided to propose guideIines that would cover the concerns. (Action - MSC - EG&G) 

43 : What is a “former” Rocky Flats worker? 

Mark Haupt will repon on this next meeting. (Action - Mark Haupt) 

44: What are the training requirements for the private operator’s activities? Who is responsible for the 
training? 

This item is also being worked on by a subcommittee chaired by Mark Haupt. Nothing to report this meeting. 
(Action - Mark Haupt) 

0 45: How will workers be transitioned from Stage II to Stage m? 
- -, DOE will present a proposed statement for the next meeting. (Action - DOE) 



46: What percentage of workers to be hired will be Rocky Flats workers? 

Issue response sheet has been agreed upon by the subcommittee and will be forwarded to the NCPP Steering 
committee. 

47: What is the relationship between unions and the new employees? Will there be a friendly atmosphere 
toward labor? 

Issue responsk sheet h a r b k n  agreed upon by the subcommittee and will be forwarded to the NCPP Steering 
committee. 

48: What effect will the NCPP have on the existing union at Rocky Flats? 

Issue response sheet has been agreed upon by the subcommittee and will be forwarded to the NCPP Steering 
Committee. 

Old Business 

2. Questions 9 & 10 were inadvertently left off of the Feb. 15, 1994 agenda. It was decided that questions 
9 & 10 could best be answered by the subcommittee appointed to answer question 4. 

New Business 

The DOE was asked to give a written position on the legality of LMSC being able to advertise for NCPP jobs in the 
Denver area. (Action - DOE) 
Future Meetings: 

The next scheduled meeting of the HR Subcommittee was set for April 5, 1994, at 9:CUam in lT71A. 
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National Conversion Pilot Project 
Human Resources Working Group 

M m M i n n t e s  
April$, I994 

GROW ,h€E34BEEtS 

Margaret DeGaugi 
MaqEUenAmarai-Lead 
Marty Dondelinger 
Mike Hargrwves - L d  
DeMiSWE-Lead 
David Navarro - Liaisvn 
Frank Yaklich - Chair 
W k  Haupt 

ORGrkUIZATlON 

MSC 
EG&G 
EG&G 
DOH-RFO 
USWA 
USWA 
MSC 
MSC ( B N a  Inc.) 

PHONE NO. 

61 5-48 13455 
303-966-7652 
303-966-2725 
303-966-2150 
303-966-7750 
303 -9 666050 
3 03-966-848 6 
303-966-79 65 

FAX NO. 

615-481-3142 
303-966-8121 

' 303-966-6154 
303-966-7040 
303-966-4317 
303-967255 
303-966-4587 
3 03 -96645 87 

The above group (minus Maqaret DcGangi and Dennis Wise, and with Ekirbra Wade 
r c p n h g  Mikc Harg-reaves) met on Tuesday, April 5,  1994, The grow discussed NCFT 
H~man R e s o u w  issues relating to S t a p  1 and D: of tfie hj&. Spe~ifrcaUy, 15 questions 
genented by the NCPP SktzQ Committee, the Subcommittee and others wen addnssed during 
the meeting. These questions must be resolved bythe S u h m x n i w  before or during Stage 1. 

Attached to these m&g lninutas are draR.Issue R a p t ~ ~ ~ s e  Sheets for issues 1, 2, 3, I I ,  12, 
13,14 and 15. PLcasc rcview and mmmerrt on thae issues. Also attached is the current Issue 
Trackiog Shed which updates the status of each issue. please respond with comments to tbxc 
attachments and miuuta to Frank Yaklich by COB Friday, April 15, 1994. 

1. Discussion 
Q-1 

Q-2 
Q-3 
-9-10 
Q-5 
Q-11-12-13 

4-14 
Q-15 

EG&G will provide list by 4/15/94; D& issue paper attached based 
on the 4/15/94 date 
Dmft issue paper attached 
Draft issue paper ~ h e d  
Mark Haupt will nport (next r n d n g )  
DOE will rcspaud (next meeting) 
The committee did not feel qualified to answer t h e  questions - ;1 
draft issue paper is attached, expressing the thoughts 02 the committee 
Draft issue paper attached 
Draft issue paper attachd 



2. New Business 
DOE legal opinion on advertising for NCPP jobs Will be mpleted the week of April 
11,1994. 

3. Old Bushas 
NOnt 

4. ' '- '--. F u t u r e . M g s  , 
April 21, 1994, X2:O T-371 -A Conference W m  

A44 
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Minutes 
National Conversion Pilot Project 

Steering Committee 

Meeting Date: June 1, 1994 

Minutes Prepared: June 1, 1994 

Attendees: 

Organization Person 
COBD -------------- 
CDH Steve Tarlton 
DOE Mark Van Der Puy 
EG&G Gary Francis 
EPA Rob Hennecke 
MSC Dennis Floyd 
RFLII Tim Heaton 

1. Agreement was reached to spend Friday, June 3, 1994 finalizing the Issue Responses. The meetings to 
accomplish this will be held at the NCPP Conference Room in Bldg. 865. The DOE, RFLII and MSC 
Steering Committee representatives will attend all sessions. NCPP Contractor and Subcontractor 
representatives will be available as needed. This schedule will be followed: 

Time 
07:30 
09:oo 
1o:oo 
11:oo 
12:oo 
13 :00 
14:OO 
15:OO 

Subcommittee Issues 
Business Plan 
Environmental Protection 
Waste Management 
Environmental SafetykIealth 
Lunch 
Site Support 
Human Resources 
Public Outreach 

Additional Invitees 
R. Wilson, R/ Reece 
S. Tarlton, W. Fitch 
S. Tarlton, ? Vargas, P. Robledo 
S. Tarlton, ? Howard 

G. Francis, A. Tome, ?. Howard 
F. Yaklich, D. Navarro 
T. Mikulski, R. Hennecke 

2. The DOE representative presented a DRAFT' Public Involvement Process Outline for Stage 11, asking 
members to review it and return comments by June 3, 1994. The DRAFT resulted in a lengthy discussion 
that prompted the following actions: 

EPA rep. to provide IMlIRA timelines and CERFA timelines. 
MSC rep. to provide Permitting timelines, including public meeting requirements. 
DOE rep. to clarify Stage I11 decision date on chart. 

One useful output of the discussion was a clear definition of the 3 major decisions/questions that demand 
public involvement: 

1) Are we gong to do Cleanup? (Stage II), 
2) If 1) is afErmative, how are we going to do Cleanup? (Stage 11), and 
3) Are we going to do manufacturing at Rocky Flats? (Stage 111) 

The meeting on June 15 is another in a long lost of processedmeetings to ascertain the public opinion 
regarding 1). The formal IM/lRA process is a pnncipal public involvement method to be used for 2). 
And the above DRAFT will descnbe the process of public involvement planned for 3). * 

\..-I 



3. The June 15 public meeting was the final major topic discussed. We agreed with the following as 
objectives for the meeting: 

-- make sure the public understands what the NCPP is. 
- tell the public when and how the decision will be made. - advise the public about the continuing public involvement process if Stage I1 is approved. 

The method by which we propose to accomplish these objectives was agreed as a tentative agenda, which 
is as follows: 

-- Describe the purpose of the meeting - to address the question of Stage 11, cleanup, not Stage 

- Review of Stage I1 Plan (Proposed Action) 
-- Review of the public process used to determine public opinion, and the results, to wit: 

111, manufacturing. 

a. IssuesRaised 
b. Issue Resolution 
c. Summary of Key Issues. 

-- Should we proceed to Stage 11, describe the process for continuing public involvement 
-- Tell how we will inform them of the Stage I1 decision 
-- Open the meeting for public comment. 
- Review what we did? 

A discussion was held about obtaining an impartial facilitator for the comment period. Ken Korkia and 
Ginger Swartz are possibilities. It was felt that sound recording shouid be adequate. 



MINUTES ' NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 

STEERING COMMI'ITEE MEETING 

May 11,1994 
Attendance: 

Organization Attendee 

CDH ................... Steve Tarlton 
COBD ................... Rick Wilson 
DOE ................... Mark Van Der Puy 
EG&G ................... Gary Francis 
EPA ................... Martin Hestmark 
MSC ................... Dennis Floyd 
RFLII ................... Tim Heaton 

1. Minutes of the May 4, 1994 meeting were distributed, read and approved. 

2. The meeting time for future SC meetings was set for 2:30 PM to 4:30 PM. 

3. A discussion was held regarding the Stage I exit criteria and where we stand in reaching these. The 
following were considered key: 

1) Agreement that the IMRRA mechanism will be used to adrmnister clean-up activities in Stage 11. The 
DOE rep. distributed a memo indicating general agreement by the DOE for this approach. The memo 
will be revised slightly per discussion with the EPA rep. It was generally agreed by EPA and CDH that 
the commitment by DOE to use the IM/IRA is adequate for resolving this topic as regards proceeding into 
Sage 11. However the DOE and MSC reps. additionally intend that a DRAFT IM/IRA will be ready for 
public review by the end of Stage I. It is recognized that this DRAFT will not be perfect. Nonetheless, 
the SC agreed with the concept of releasing it at that time to begm the formal 9O-day public comment 
period. The EPA rep. emphasized that concurrence with Stage I1 be conditioned on another approval 
process being conducted before entering Stage 111. All agreed. 

The DOE rep. distributed a DOE-HQ memorandum supporting use of the IM/IRA, and conveyed 
instructions that the document ensure the document contain no enforceable milestones or penalty 
provision. The HQ memorandum also contained a few items which conveyed some misunderstandings 
(applicability of CERCLA and RCRA to the project), to which the DOE rep. will respond. 

2) Satisfactoxy resolution of all Stage I issues is the key requirement for entering Stage 11. It is 
recognized that actions to accomplish resolution of some of these issues will not occur until Stage 11, but 
agreement that such actions can reasonably be accomplished will be adequate cause for proceeding to 
Stage 11. 

The Steering committee agreed that, for purposes of recommending advancement to Stage 11. the 
scope of it's review would be limited to Issue Resolution, includmg public acceptance of the project. Other 
deliverables under the Cooperative Agreement fall within auspices of the agreement between DOE and 
MSC. However, CDWEPA agreed to assist DOEMSC in meeting the delivery schedule of the 
Cooperative Agreement via a joint review of the draft proposed plan (IMARA) either the second or third 
week if June, to facilitate release of a document to the public in early July, 1994. All parties agree that the 
Proposed Plan is not expected to by perfect, but of sufficient quality to jus@ public review. 

- ._-_ 



3) The EG&G representative singled out execution of a memorandum of understanding between MSC 
and EG&G for Stage I1 site support services as a key issue for his concurrence with a Stage I1 go-ahead. 

0 
4) Gaging of public acceptance of the NCPP project will be a key issue to be resolved. The SC discussed 
how this determination will be made. After much discussion, the SC decided that the SC itself will make 
this determination. The input to the decision will include Sounding Board discussions, reviews within the 
respective SC organizations (which is considered a fairly broad constituency), participation in public fora 
that have covered the NCPP and a final public meeting devoted to the NCPP. Importing of scrap and its 
bearing on the wisdom of establishing a Stage IV is considered a very important public issue to have 
discussed in gaging public acceptance. 

4. The timing of the Stage II decision process was agreed. It is as follows: 

1. Sounding Board meeting. 
-- issues through 5/17 

May 24 

2. Sounding Board meeting (tentative) May31 
-- late issues thought by SB as key 

3. SC approval of issues resolution June 8 

4. Public Meeting June 

5. SC members’ Stage I1 recommendation to orgs. June 

6. SC members’ draft Org. position letters June 22 

5 

6 

7. SC members present org. opinions to SC June 29 

8.* DOE issues approval letter to MSC for SI1 
* Assuming item 7 is affirmative. 

June 30 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:OO PM. 

DRFO 



Minutes 
National Conversion Pilot Project 
Steering Committee Meeting 
May4,1994 

Attendees: 
Organization 

CAB 
CDH 
COBD 
DOE 
EG&G 
EPA 
MSC 
RFLII 

Representative 

Steve Tarlton 
Rick Wilson 
Mark Van Der Puy 
Gary Francis 
Martin Hestmark 
Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heaton 

---I-- 

1. The meeting began at 3:OO PM. The meetings of the SC meeting held &cr the Sounding Board were 
reviewed and approved. 

2. The issues previously submitted to the Sounding Board were reviewed for technical content to be sure 
the SC members agreed with the proposed responses. It was agreed that any content changes would be 
referred back to the subcommittees for concurrence. 

3. Mark Haupt of BNFL Inc. presented the Workplan for Stage I that MSC and BNFL Inc. have prepared 
and submitted to DOE for concurrence. The SC is asked to review the Workpian to be sure that the 
deliverabies are what they expect so that we won't amve at the end of Stage I expecting something else. e 
4. The SC was invited to present the NCPP to the Citizen's Advisory Board at their May 5 meeting. It 
was agreed that the COBD representative would introduce the subject in 5 minutes, the MSC rep. would 
summarize in 10 minutes and the whole committee would be available to answer questions. 

5. The SC agreed to present Dave Navarro the attached letter of appreciation for his service to the SC. 

6. The meeting was adjourned at 5:OO PM. 

DRF. cl 



Attendance : 

CDH .................... 
COBD ................... 
DOE ................... 
EGfG ................... 
EPA ................... 
MSC ................... 
WLXI ................... 
USWA ................... 

Steve Tarlton 
Rick  Wilson 
 ark van Per Puy 
Gary Francis 

Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heatan 
Dave Navarro 

---------.*c------ 

This meeting was "ad hoc", held in conjunction w i t h  the SoUnding 
Board meeting on this date, There were twa items covered, a6 
follows: 

1, The USWA'representative submitted the enclosed letter  
indicating the USWA Local 8031 decision to be represented on tne 
Sounding Board rather than the Steering Committee, pursuant to 
the Steering Committee request that organizations not be 
represented on both. 
representative to the Sounding Board. 

The DOE representative commended and thanked Dave Plavarro f o r  h i s  
faithful and e f f e c t i v e  service to %he SC and all members present 
concurred, 

Dave Nava-rro w i l l  be the USHA 

2.  
responses released to #e Sounding Board are inconsistent in 
quality and recommended that the SC undertake an effort to 
upgrade them before releasing them to t h e  Public a% large. 
was agreed that we must first agree w i t h  the technical conbent of 
the iSEU@S before asking that the style be improved, and, to this 
end, each member has agreed 'to read the issues released to the 
Soundin? Board and bring any technical disagreements tu the next 
SC meetlng. ' At that meeting ve will decide how to improve 
quality. 
Another iS to ask the best writer on each subcomfttse to uauset 
each issue assigned #at subcomaittee to conform to a uniform 
quality and s t y l e .  

The DOE representative expressed concern thak the issue 

It 

one suggestion is to retain a technical editor. 

3 .  &et fpr 3:OO pEI tO 5:OO FZf W W L  nav 43 
u94D The first hour will be devoted to iten 2. 
will feature presentation by MSC an8 BNFL Inc.  of m e  Stage 1 
Work Plan.  
agreement with the deliverables planned for Stage I to avoid 
misunderstandings at the end of Stage I, 

The second haur 

The intent I s  t o  obtain sc understanding of and 

-,. . DRF 



Attendees: 
Ornanization 

CAB 
CDH 
DOE 
EG&G 
EPA 
MSC 
RFLII 

Minutes 
National Conversion Pilot Project 

Steering Committee Meeting 
April 13,1994 

Representative 

Steve Tarlton 
John Moms 
Gary Francis 
Martin Hestmark 
Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heaton 

1. The meeting began at 2:30 PM, since several members were late. Out of consideration for each other's 
busy schedules, we really should make arriving on time a priority. 

2. Subcommittee Reports 

Waste Management - Steve Tarlton 
Only a handful of issues remain to be addressed. Some required more time from the Air Quality group to 
address than had been anticipated. Expect most will be available for the Tuesday mailing to the Sounding 
Board. Good support fiom EG&G noted. 

Environmental Restoration - Martin Hestmark 
Met last week, another meeting scheduled for tomorrow. Expect to have all issues addressed on time for 
SB mailing. A table that shows proposed cleanup criteria may be late. DOE is reviewing it. Public 
Outreach liaison expressed concern that we may have too many issues for the SB to review. The 
consensus was not to slow the subcommittees, but also to not let the Tuesday deadline impact the quality 
of the content. 

Support Services - Gary Francis 
Of 62 issues, 4 are ready for SB, 15 more will be ready by Tuesday, 4/19, 12 are possibly redundant with 
WM issues; and the balance should be addressed by the end of April. By the end of May the SS 
subcommittee plans to have completed a draft MoU covering the Stage I1 SS issues between MSC EG&G 
and WSI. 

Human Resources - No report 
Discussion indicated that all but three issues are worked. MSC having trouble getting wage survey data 
from EG&G. DOE looking into it. RFLJI has compiled a useful survey that is available for review. Also, 
it was suggested that Toby Beruman (?) of EG&G may be helpful. 

Business Plan - Dennis Floyd 
The subcommittee met and assigned all issues. The first is due this week, but many will not be done until 
June. It was requested that an early answer to the question of importing scrap be provided as this is an 
issue of high importance to the public. 

Public Outreach - Tim Heaton 



1. CAB will extend an invitation to NCPP to present/discuss the project for 1 hour at their May 5th 
meeting. PO subcommittee recommends a brief (15 min) presentation and a long Q&A period. 

2 The status report initiated by DOE needs review and comments by Mon., April 18. This will be 
prepared in a format that will allow periodic updating. 

.-. 
3 
ask for a review by Mon., April 18 so that the summary can be issued. 

PO provided a summary of comments made by the public at the April 6,1994 public meeting. they 

4. More notice for the next RF tour is requested. Favorable feedback from the tour has been received. 

5. PO will make minutes of the previous SB meeting available for review at the next SC meeting. 

3 
of the invitees have stated they will not be able to participate. The PO subcommittee discussed whether 
additional participants should be invited. They conciuded that there is sufficient public involvement that 
additional membership in the SB is not needed. The SC concurs with this view. 
ACTION: At the next SC meeting the liaisons are asked to provide a summary of issues as follows: 

A discussion of the make up of the Sounding Board was held. It was occasioned by the fact that a few 

a) Howmany 
b) How many done? 
c) When will remaining issues be done? 

4. A suggestion was made that the SC hold a l-day retreat to deal With issues resolution. The consensus 
held that such a meeting is not needed at present in view of the good progress the subcommittees appear to 
be making. 

/ e 



5. At the April 20 public meeting on RF, the NCPP will have 10 minutes. Rick Wilson will make brief 
remarks and describe information that will be available for the public to pick up at the meeting. Steve 
Tarlton will substitute if Rick is not available. 

6. A discussion was held on what constitutes consensus. the occasion is the realization that the CAB hs 
not participated in the SC to date and should they choose to do so late in Stage I they will not ahve 
developed the background to make an informed decison. The same will be true-if the Steelworkerss place 
a new person on the SC as a result of the recent election that will change the officers in June. We agreed 
on the following definition of concensus: 

“No dissenting vote occurs on the issue in question, recognizing that votes constitute positions of the 
organizations that SC members represent, not merely the member’s personal view. Failure to assent on a n  
issue does not constitiute dissent.” 

Two actions resulted from this discussion: 

1) Steve Tarlton will speak with Carol O’Dowd of the CAB about the possibility of CAB participating on 
the SB instead of the SC. 

2) Dennis Floyd will contact Dave Navarro to ask that the Steelworkers decide wether they prefer being 
on the SC or the SB. We do not feel that organizations represented on the SC should also be represented 
on the SB. 

7 .  The DOE representative asked that liaisons be sure to keep issue tracking charts up to date. 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:OO PM. 
i 

DRF 
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Minutes 
National Conversion Pilot Project 

steeringcommwse * Meeting 
April 13,1994 

Attendees: 

Organization Representative 

CDH Steve Tarlton 
CAB 
DOE John Morris 
E W G  GaryFrancis 
EPA Martin Hastrnark 
MSC Dennis Royd 
FGLn Tim Hearon 

1. The meeting began at 230 PM, since stveraI members were late. Out of consideration for each other's 
busy schedules, we really should make arriving on time a priority. 

2. SubcommigeeKtports 

Waste Manag 

Only a handful of issues remain to be addressd Soma required more time from the Air Quality group to 
address than had been anticipated Expect most will be a d l e  fur the Tuesday mailing to the Sounding 
B o d  Good support fiom EG&G noted. 

I 
cnt - Steve Tarlhn ci. 

Environmental Restoration - M& Hestmark 

Met last week, another meeting scheduled for tomorrow. Expect to have all issues addressed on time for 
SB r n d h g .  A table that shows proposed cleanup crib may be late. DOE iS reviewbg it. PubIic 
Outrcach liaison expre~sed concern that we may have foo many issues for the SI3 A) review. The c011scnsUS 

W a s  not to slow tbc subcommittees, but also to not let the Tuesday deadline impact the quaiity of the 
content 

Support S m k ~  - Gory F m ~ b  

Of 62 issues, 4 are ready for SB, 15 more will be ready by Tuesday, 4/19, 12 ere possibly d u d a n t  with 
WM issues; and the baiance should be addressed by the end of Aprft By the end of May the SS 
subcommittee plans to have completed a draft MoU covering the Stage II SS issues between MSC EG&G 
and WSI. 



Busma Plan - Dennis Floyd 

-- .-- ., 

. . "I. " L 

c) When will remaining issues be done? 

4. A suggestion was made that the SC hold a 1 day retreat to deai with issues resolution. The cunseDsu5 
held that such a meeting k not needed at present in view of the good progress the subcommittees appear to 
be making. 

5. At the April 20 public meeting on RF, the NCPP will have 10 minutes. Rick Wilson will make brief 
remarks and describe infomation that will be adable  for the public ro pick up at the meeting. StEve 

I 

6. A discussion was held on what constiwcs consensus. the occasion is the r d h t h ~  tfigt &C CAB bs 
not participated in the SC to date and sbould t h y  choose to do 50 latc in Stage I t&eY will not ah= 
developad the background to make an informed decison. The saxne will be true if the Stedworkass place a 
new pcrsor! an the SC as a result of the recent tlcctioo that wilI change the oEwn in June. We wad on 

'Ibe subcamsnittee met and assigned all issues. The &st is due this week, but many wiU not be done until 
June. It was requested that an early answer to the question of importinP scrap be provided, as this is M 
issue of high importance to the public. 

I 

TWO actions d t d  tiom this diswsion: 

1) Stm Tarlton will speak with Carol ODowd of the CAB about the possibility of CAB p d c i p u  on 

1, CAE Hill extend an invitation to NCPP to psent/dinus the project for I hour at their May 5th 
m 4 n g .  PO subcommittee recommends a brief (15 mh) prcscoration and a long QdzA period 

2. The status report initiated by DOE needs revim and comments by MOD., April 18. This Will be 
prepared in a format that wiU. d o w  periodic updating. 

3. PO provided a summary of commcnts made by the public at the April 6,1994 public meeting. they ask 
for a nvitw by Mon., April 18 so that the summary can be issued. 

4. More notice for the next R.F tour is requested. Favorable feedback fi-om the tour has been received 

5. PO wilt make minutes of the previous SB meeting available for review at t&e aext SC me&. 



2) D& Floyd will contact Dave N a v m  to ask that the Steclworkm drxidc wcther they prefer being 
on the SC or the SB. We do not ftel that orgaaizptions represented on the SC should also bo roprssmtcd 
on the SB. 

7. The DOE rcpmentadve asked that liaisons be sure to keep issue tr;tcking charts up to date. 

The meetmg was arljomcd at 4:OO PM. 

DRF 
April 14,1994 



HZim 23, 1994 
Attendance: 

CAB 
CDH 
COBD 
DOE 
EGbrG 
EPA 
MSC 

USWA 
pFLIx 

I 

................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... ................... 

e-c----------- 

-----------.-*e 

Rick  'Wilson 
Mark Van Der Puy 
Gary Francis 
Martin Hestmark 
Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heaton 
Dave Navarro 

Agenda Cov red; 

The meeting agenda is attached. 
order given. 

1. 
I additional item. 

e 
The itens were covered in t h e  

-. 

The status of the Cooperative Agreement was added as an 

2. The minutes of the Marcn 9 ,  1994 SC meeting were modified. 
The EPA representative statad that EPA legal review of the f i n a l  
bullet i n  the "Parameters for a Proposed IH/XRA f o r  the NCPP" is 
s t i l l  underway. This  bullet states : *'The workforce associated 
with all stages of the National conversion p i l o t  PrQjeut w i l l  be 
considered as occupational workers, not members of the public.'* 
The NISHAPS permit and point of compliance is the issue. 
reference is maae to coal leases in Wyoming where adjacent sites 
must consider t h e i r  neighbors coal workers as "Public". The EPA 
analyses is expected in ti week and will be provided to the SC. 

3 .  Renew of Gaithersmrg Conference. The USWA representative 
attended tfie sunuaary session on the final day, He offered the 
opinion to t h e  summary group that the SC believes it important 
for Stakeholders to provide their input even if it means 
broadening the scope o f  the project. He cited the addition of 
the i n i t q a l  public hearing in response to suggestions made by the 

with respect to the NCPP. 
$ O r  a copy of the f u l l  video and that one be sent to Mark 
Silvemaq of D O E p O .  

1 

ocky Moqptain Peace Canter 8s. a case in point. iia said some of 

He said LeRoy Moore of the RMPC asked 
participants asked, Why this plant? and W h y  this company?" 

Dave responded that the SC would have no 
_.. SO long as 8 similar copy were made available to the SC 



,.@ 
. ,  

i 
The consensus of the SC following this discusision ia t h a t  we need 
t o  work even harder on the public involvement process. It was suggested that representatives to the Sounding Board be clearly 
requested t o  ask their organizations to form an opinion about th0 
advisability of continuing i n t o  Stage 11, based on their 
deliDerations of Stage I information, We w i l l  also ask SI3 
representatives to encourage attendance from their organizations 
at the Public Hearings. 

The Po subcommittee was asked to include dsvising strategies far 
objectively assessing public sentiment about the NCPP in their 
laisdon. Focus groups and random surveys were two possibilities 
discussed- 

4 .  Subcommittee Reports. It was agreed that the 
lssubcommi+tee" w i l l  be used rather than ''working group" . 

I 
IEnvironmental Restoration. The EPA representative 
jreported good progress, t o  w i t :  12 of 17 issues have 
been addressed. 
addressed by ER. 
issue to the BP subconunittee. 

\ 

ER recommends that WM issue 11 also be 
They deferred t h e  indemnification 

Site Support. 
this subcommittee w i l l  include HSecurity" in its name. 
Some confrrsion exists about the desire of SC to obtain 
issues from SS (We do) and t h e  EG&G representative w i l l  
clarify this,  There is also concern &out who pays f o r  
what and a MoU is expecteU to be reached to clarify 
this. 

The Health and Safety working group of 

Hwnan Resources. 
HFt has decided to form a Training working group. 

S ix  of 8 issues have been answered. 

Public Outreach. A "Black Book'' containing all of the 
135 issues surfaced to date was provided t Q  each SC 
member, 
already considerad resolvsd by t he  subcommittees, even 
though the SC has not passed on them. This is 
considered very appropriate, so that the  SB reaction 
can be considered by the SC. The PO subcornittee Will 
provide an Agenda for me March 30 SB meeting on 
Tuesday, March 2 9 .  

The SB was given respanse to those issues 

THE SC IS  VERY GRATEFUL TO THE PO COMMITTEE FOR ALL 
TXEIR EXCELLENT WORK! 

5. The letter provided to the SB announcing the March 30 meeting 
was distributed by the Po subcommittee. It was agreed the SC 
W i l l  not meet p r i o r  t o  the SB meeting, which is from 4:OO P?+f to 
6:OO PHI 



3 

f 0110ws: 

a )  
b) 

Overview of the Project - Chairman 
Organizational perspectives on the Project - Each SC 

. member, 
C )  Discussion of Representative Issues - Subcommittee 

Liaisons. 
Open to opinions of t h e  'public. d) 

John Mullins w i l l  represent ~ L c k  Wilson ut the nmeting. 

7. 
planned Stakeholder meeting were discussed. 

The Secretary on Enercjy's planned tour of Bldg. 883 and her 

Cooperative ilweement is expected to ba signed by 
March 30, thanks t o  great effort on t h e  par t  of DOE/RFO 

.Ob The meeting was adjourned at 4:40 PW. 



MINUTES 

NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 

SEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 

March 9, 1994 
Attendance: 

Organization Attendee 

CAB.. ................. 
CDH ................... 
COBD ................... 
DOE ................... 
EG&G.. ................. 
EPA ................. 
MSC ................... 
RFLII.. ................. 
USWA ................... 

*Dee Anne Butterfield replaced Tim after 3:OO PM. 

------ 
Steve Tarlton 
Rick Wilson 
Mark Van Der Puya 
Gary Francis 

Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heaton* 
Dave Navarro 

Agenda Covered: 

The meeting agenda is attached. The items were covered in the order gwen below. 

1. No additional items were added. 
0 

2. The minutes were accepted with the following revision: The DOE representative provided the 
accompanying DRAFT "Parameters for a Proposed IM/IRA for the National Conversion Pilot Project" 
which he had revised by incorporating into his previous DRAFT suggestions made by the SC at our 
March 2, 1994 meeting. 

The new DRAI;T was reviewed, discussed and accepted by the SC. Although the EPA representative was 
not in attendance, earlier he had advised the DOE representative of his concurrence with this revised 
DRAFT, except for the last bullet, which was in the process of review by the EPA legal staff. Therefore, 
full SC consensus of the last bullet was conditioned on review by the EPA legal staff. The Governor's 
representative asked if the definition of "Occupational Worker" would restrict the number of employees or 
limit the number of firms eligible to utilize facilities at RFP. The consensus was that the pool of 
employees would not be limited by this definition, nor would it reduce the number of eligible firms, nor 
give MSC an unfair advantage over other interested firms. The DOE representative stated his intention to 
use the minutes as a means of documenting CDWEPA acceptance of the parameters, necessary to obtain 
DOE-RFO concurrence to proceed with an WIRA. 

4. Public Outreach Subcommittee Report. The RFLII representative and PO Liaison asked the SC to 
agree on the content of the next Sounding Board meeting, whch is set for March 30, 1994. Any 
information 10 be included in the packet to be sent them is needed by March 22, 1994. The following was 
agreed: 

a) The key eiements of the Alternate Use Plan mll be mailed to the SB members, not the whole 0 
I document. 



b) The Waste Management Subcommittee will decide on the adequacy of the Alternate Use Plan and 
include their views in a letter to accompany the SB info package. 

ACTION: WM Liaison must convene a meeting and provide this letter by March 22,1994. 

c) The letter proposed by the PO subcommittee to the SI3 announcing the meeting was approved. 

0 

5. Format for Issues Disposition and Resolution. The following was agreed: 

a) Disposition 

i DOE will provide the sexvice of catalogmg issues and recording disposition of every issue presented to 
the NCPP. 
ii The PO subcommittee will continue to be the point of receipt for issues, will assign them to the most 
probable subcommittee for resolution and will tag each with a specific number, such as WM-19 for the 
19th issue assigned to the Waste Management subcommittee, and will inform John Moms of the DOE of 
all issues received so they can be catalogued. 
iii The subcommittees will accept the issue as germane to their charter or recommend it to the SC for 
disposition to another Subcommittee. 

b) Resolution 

i The Subcommittees will use a standard format to document their proposed resolution of the issues. 

ii The SC agreed to use the format proposed by the DOE representative and m o a e d  by SC discussion. 
ACTION: The DOE rep. will make the suggested changes i d  issue the format to all SC Liaisons. 

iii All issues will be summarized on one page, although supporting information may be attached if 
deemed necessary. 



9. The MSC representative reported on the status of the Statement of Work for the Cooperative 
Assistance Agreement. The SOW provided the SC on Sept. 3, 1993 and the revised SOW that the SC has 
been using since Jan., 1994 are in different formats. The MSC cost proposal provided to the DOE in 
Dec., 1994 was to the earlier format. MSC and DOE merged these into a common format that follows the 
more recent version. We now call this the "NCPP Stage I DOE Project Management Plan." This PMP 
represents what the DOE and MSC representatives believe needs doing in Stage I. 
ACTI0N:The SC is asked to review the DRAFT PMP dated March 9, 1994. It is intended that th~s will 
become a part of the CAA, so any suggested changes are needed by March 23, 1994 and should be 
provided to the DOE representative. 

10. The meeting was adjourned at 5:OO PM. 

DRF 

. .: 
a - 
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MINUTES 

NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 

STEERING COHMITTEE MEETING 

March 2, 1994 
Attendance: 

Oraanization Attendee 

c------------- CAB ................... 
CDH ................... Steve Tarlton 
COBD ................... Rick Wilson 
DOE ................... Mariane Anderson* 

EPA ................... Martin Hestmark 

USWA ................... Dave Navarro 

EG&G ................... Gary Francis 

MSC ................... Dennis Floyd 
RFLII ................... Tim Heaton 

*John Morris replaced Mariane after 3:OO PM 

Agenda Covered: 

The proposed agenda is attached. 
altered and covered in the following sequence. 

1. Selection of a new SC ChairDerson. Rick Wilson reported that 
whereas his office was fully supportive of him serving as Chair, 
he felt his other duties would prevent him from devoting the kind 
of time to the position that it required. He therefore declined 
the Chair offered at the last SC meeting, but agreed to stay on 
as vice-chair. 

The order of the agenda was 

A discussion ensued about the role of the chairperson, given that 
we operate under consensus, and whether the chair/vice chair 
arrangement was the right one. It was the consensus that we 
should retain that arrangement and that the role of chair 
include : 

a) Prepare meeting agendae. 
b) Prepare meeting minutes. 
c) Chair SC Meetings 
C) 
d) 

Remind SC members of their commitments when necessary. 
Serve as spokesperson for the SC when authorized by the 
SC to do so. 

It was agreed that it would be best if the Chair could be a 
person available to the NCPP full time, and the two obvious 

representatives. 
for the DOE representative to serve as Chair and that the intent 
was that person be responsible for all economic development, not 

candidates that meet this requirement are the MSC and DOE 
The DOE alternate felt it would be a conflict 

._- 



Steering Committee Minutes, H a r c h  2, 1994 

just the NCPP, so his full-time availability is only temporary. 
The SC is aware that appointment of the MSC representative as 
Chair might give the appearance of impropriety, since MSC stands 
to gain from the project, However, it was the consensus that the 
MSC representative serve as chair and the COBD representative 
serve as vice chair for the following reasons: 

a) 
b) 

C) 

MSC receives no financial gain in Stages I and 11. 
It is good, not bad, that the chair be motivated to 
make the project succeed. 
The SC acts by consensus and the EPA and CDH 
representatives each strongly asserted that their votes 
are not influenced by who serves as chair. 
The representative from the Governor's office is 
favorably impressed with the openness he observes 
within the SC and pledges as vice chair to help 
maintain this and to assure the public that no 
impropriety exists. 

d) 

2, Prior Minutes. The minutes of the February 23, 1994 meeting 
were reviewed and approved without change. 

3. SC Reaction to DRAFT PurDose and S c o ~ e  of IM/IRA. See 
attached. 
what the IM/IRA is not, rather than what it is. The EPA 
representative made these specific comments/suggestions: 

The general reaction was that this seemed to emphasize 

Bullet: 
None. 
Replace the word flgreaterll in line 2 with I1differentv1 
and in line 3 replace "than D&D, given the expected 
post cleanup11 with flwould be necessary post clean up 
A V L  

Omit. 
micrht be used and the presence of this bullet might 

This is not t h e  only circumstance when an IM/IRA 

infer that this is the-case. 
None. 
Line 5 ,  replace Ifare not anticipatedt1 with '!may not be 
appropriate". 
The definition of "Publiclf is not found in CERCLA. 
There is an internal contradiction in the second 
sentence. 
are not required if DOE owned or operated....*I, but for 
the recycle contemplated for the NCPP, the workers may 
be defined as radiation workers, which would make this 
point moot. Consider eliminating this bullet for now, 
although it must be dealt with for other ED projects. 

NISHAPS language states llseparate permits 

Further discussion led to a general sense (although not consensus 
as the DOE author was absent and we wanted his views) that the 
document may be acceptable as an introduction to this mechanism 
because the actual IM/IRA document will be truly definitive. The 
EPA representative f e l t  that these notes must be in the record to 
explain EPA's piew before he could consent to the DRAFT. 
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Ken Korkia came to discuss the 
arrangements f o r  the participation of the SC in "Land Use Policy 
and Environmental Restoration - A Look into DOE'S Futuret1, a 
conference held in Gaithersburg MD, March 16-17, 1994. He 
provided a tentative agenda. The SC will be featured in a 
Breakout session scheduled from 9:oO AM to 2 :45  PM on the topic: 
Wompatibility of Environmental Restoration and Economic Reuse". 
All SC members agreed to attend or have an alternate represent 
them. We have been asked to consider which three topics we would 
like to feature in Part Two of the program. These were 
suggested: 

*-m Gaif;hSZrsbw-'conference 

1) 
2 )  What are the regulatory issues 
3 )  The public involvement process. 

Making it work within the DOE 

ACTION: All SC members. 
SC meeting. 
details. 

5 .  Methodoloav for ExDandina S c  Scope of Activities. The Public 
Outreach Committee requests that the SC formalize a procedure for 
adding additional issues to be worked at the subcommittee level. 
Several additional lists of issues have been generated and were 
distributed to the SC for review and disposition. 

CTION; Gary Francis agreed to review the list provided by the 
DOE/EG&G sources. 
lists (LeRoy Moore, RFLII, PO revision to subcommittee issues). 

Consider the topics and decide at next 
Ken will return to hear the response and finalize 

All SC members agreed to review the other 'q=B E 

The DOE representative offered secretarial support for logging 
in, recording disposition of, and providing sources feedback re. 
issues. 

- 6 .  M embershir, Exr, ansion. 
additional organizations to participate in the SC and 
subcommittees. Consensus was reached to limit membership to 
those presently serving. The rationale for this position: NO 
decision to proceed with Stage I1 will be made without public 
involvement. This fact, and the operation of the Sounding Board, 
will provide ample opportunity to raise issues and the existing 
committee structure is deemed adequate and efficient to respond 
to the issues. 

The SC discussed the request t o  allow 

2. Subc omm ittee Reuorts: 

Public Outreach - met 2 / 2 8 .  

Site Services - met 2 / 2 8 .  
with issues distributed. MSC also distributed an 
example of how an issue might be handled. 

Minutes distributed. 

Proposed system for dealing 

ACTION: SC asked to review these and propose a _common format. 0 
1 
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Waste Management - No meeting yet. 
Environmental Restoration - meeting Scheduled 3 / 8 .  

One being arranged. 

Business Plan - No Meeting. 
Human Resources - No Meeting, but one scheduled for 
3/15. 
Displacement Advisors group at EG&G about the NCPP. 

Frank Yaklich of MSC spoke to the Personnel 

8 .  
distributed. 

GO als and Ob1 'ectives. The DOE contribution to this item was 
No other work had been done, so this item is 

deferred to the next meeting. 

9 .  Old Business. Tim Heaton reported on a 
Action Memorandum that will impact handling 
within DOE. Among other things, in enacted 
remove the requirement for NEPA analyses fo 
under CERCLA, except for major construction 

The meeting was adjourned at 5 : O O  PM. 

DRAFT Secretarial 
of NEPA requirements 
this S-1 memo would 
r actions undertaken 
projects. 

DRF 



M E M O R A N D U M  
VIA FAX 

TO: NCPP STEERING COMMITTEE 

FROM: RICK WILSON, VICE-CHAIR 

I 

DATE: FEBRUARY 28, 1994 

1 .  Review, amend and approve February 23, 1994 meeting b!C 

2. Additions to meeting agenda. , .  

. .  
Mlnutes. (Attached) 

kjt.d .t(prieic 3. Discuss March 17th Conference in D.C. 

4. Review revised "Goals and Objectives" listing. 

A 5. Discuss methodology for expanding SC scope of activities. 
/ 

6. - Examination of Public'Outreach Issues raised outside of SC 
for possible adoption by SC and membership expansion 
issues. 

3 7. SC reaction to IWIRA paper. 

8. Sub-Committee Beports. 

/ , $ Selection of new sc Chairperson. 
I 

10. Appropriateness of SC address by Michael Closson, Exec. 
Dir. for Economic Conversion. (Resume Attached) 

I 

11. New Business. 



FEB-16-44 ED 9:53 

"Cleanup" differs from decontminadm and decommissioning tn that 
(1) levels of residual contnmination may bc grater followbg cleanup 
than DdrD, given the expected post cleanup industrial rewe, *and (2) 
Anal building decontamination and actual bddfng d e c o d s s l o h g  
will not yet occur. 

I bJ 

L .  +. a' 0 This Iu/IRA js not being developed in responae Ma OngOhg Or 
imminent thrcat of release af pollutants in which the public or the 
environment wodd be sigdflmrly affected. 

J' 

Development and implematation af the NCPP SM/TRA will ilot follow 
current LAC protocol with respects to enforceable des tones  and 
penalv provisions. Rather, this DVB4 will be consided as an 
addendum ro the L G ,  limited in scope, applicability and precedmce to 
the NCPP, but useful h uplodog new and innuvative ways for 
proceeding with work at Rocky Flats. 

It is ergeaed that earIy in the development of the DSARA, CDH, EPA MJ 
DOE will reach agreement on and deanup Iwels. It is anticipated 
that ARARs and cleanup levels selected .N11l recognize that hdusuial 
reuse and handling of radioactive marerials wil l  B e l y  occur following . 
cleulup; cleanup to backgmund or M a r  1wds a not n d c i p a e .  ; 
cleanup of the buildings to the agreed upon lads bill result in 
~0mez1sus that, with respect to cantamhation, the b u i l h g s  arc: 
suitable for out lesing for specit3 purposes under thg Communiw 
Envirunrncntal Response Faditadon Act 

The Agenaes recognize that building c h n u p  ~.1u be conducred by 
ManufacnUing Saence Corporadon under a CwWdL- Agre-nt 
with the DOE hr the purposes of this IMAR4, MSC employees will be 
considered as part of the Rocky flats workforce, or "person" a6 defiaed 
by CERCLA, 
assaiations, parmeships, ex.). Once deanup actidties sw complete 
and the buildings teased, the "CPP private partidpant, MSC M 
othwvise. shall be considered as "public", likewise defmed hl Part 300.5 

300.5 (where a H p e r s ~ "  is defined as Firms, 

of CERCLdL 
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MEMORANDUM 
VIA FAX 

TO: NCPP STEERING COMMITTEE ME1 

FROM: RICK WILSON, VICE-CHAIR 

SUBJ: MEETING MlNUTES 

DATE: FEBRUARY 28, 1994 

NATIONAL CONVERSON PILOT PROJE 
STEERING COMMITTEE 

MEETING MINUTES 
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 23, 1994 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Mark Van -Der Puy 
Steve Tarieton 
Gary Francis 
Orlando Montoya 
Tim Heaton 
Rob Henneke 
Frank Yaklich, Jr. 
Rick Wilson 

1 

DOE 
CDH 
EG&G 
USWA 
RFUI 
EPA 
MSC 
COBD 

3ERS 

:T 
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The Steering Committee met at 
Introductions for new or 

Following the  agenda, the  Steering Committee 
requests for agenda additions. Four additional 
approved, as follows: 

Discussion of MSC as continuing SC chair: 
Further revision of 1W.RA scope document; 
Level and liming of publk involvement; 
Sounding Board Agenda 

Chart if requited. 

info and action items to report. 

2 



ACTION: DOE agreed to rework “Scope 
document and to try to redefine stage alloc 
dJsttlbutlon to public along wlth a revised 
Tentative dates for Sounding Board is 

The SC then considered the question of 
considering its relationship to the project, 
the SC. While a variety of views were 
seemed to be that the SC needed to 
of impropriety. A suggestion was 
represented by the OBD, 
08D representative 
propriety of this 

The SC moved to agenda Item 4. SC 
reworked goals and objectives 
February 28, 1994. The SC will 
objectives consistant with the ‘‘SMART” 
revised “G & 0’s” will be reviewed for 
next meeting. 

The SC recieved Subcommittee reports. Those 
are attached. Comments were as follows: 

The Environmental Restoration SubComm. hag not met 
formally in February but will meet in March and will exa ine D & D 
issues and perhaps IWIRA issues as well. 

Meetlng Is April 6. 

suggestion at the next SC meeting. 
1 

i 
9 

The Waste Management Sub Comrn. was not 
They did share their positive work on the Alternate Use 
Central Storage Facilities issues. They did assert that 
need amending. Concern was expressed about start 
in an uncertain funding environment, This Sub 
that the AUR was acceptable, as is, so long as 
provided that the work package on the 
would be accomplished and “on-line” within Phase 11) DOE will 
provide the equivilent of a “Letter of intent“ to this effpct. Waste 
mgmt, willwork that into Sub Cornrn. action items. 

The Human Resources Sub Comm. provided a hindout on 
their most recent activities. Observed that the CAB h:as not yet 

’P 7 

3 



selected its method of particlpation. SC members 
report for comment at next meeting. Report not yet 
action. 

The Business Plan Sub Comm. submitted 
Observed that its activities will focus on 
project lifetime in light of a 2 yr. 
opportunity. DOE observed that a 
most desirabfe. No further 
until at least two weeks 
Agreement. 

The Support Servlces Sub Cornm. has allocated Itsitasks and 

next 
will provide future updates. A tasking matrix will be 

meeting. Sub Comm. does assume that DOE 
I responsibility for support utilities. ! 

The Public Outreach Sub Comm. raised the issue 
pure enviromental issues should be added to the 
sheet. Consensus was probably so, if they are clear 
sc approval would nor be needed, If they are 
must act first. SC will examine all materials 
possible addition or dissemination first 
appropriate Sub Comm. Tim Heaton will 
realignment for SC discussion. In public 
schedules SC will stress that other questions have b en raised 
that require pre-meeting attention by SC to facilitat the most 
useful public exchange possible. Letter will be circ iated for 
member comment ASAP prior to release. 

OTHER MATTERS: 

b 
SC must still resolve question of what will be a 
IMAM methodology, (Bullet #6 on IWIRA 
will resolve for next week. 

Tom Marshall and expanded participation issue r Q .mains Un 
resolved. Prior ground rules were reviewed and i were not 
dispositive. SC needs to address and resolve this qusstlon ASAP. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 
435 pm. 

I 
! 
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Michael Clossn 

Ph D. . Cornell University (19n) Sociolom 

i 

i 

M.A. Cornell Univerrrity (1963 X ' c n o ~ d  A 

B.A. Mddlebury Wkge (1960) Getqpphy 
I 1 

Ptafessiml nyPeriencc 

1983 - Executfvc Direcbr, CEC 

1976 - 1982 
Mountain Vlew, CA 

Co-Dircctor, New Ways to Work 
Pal0 Alto, CA 

lministration 

4 1972 -*- 1976 Assistant Dean of Undergraduate tu&s 

1 Stanford University, Stanford, CA 

W I I O d 6 ,  conversion planning a d  sustdnable emnom;lf development. 
I 

AffUallons 

A a\mber of th~ boards of advisors of the Council on 

c!&c?ns Network for Sustainable 
World hc., and The O h r  Economic Summit - Americas 

n o d e  Ptloriffes, 
~ent tw Project, 
ia ftuturs,  One 

Sflimn Valley D&nse/Space ~~nsortium, thc 
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CDH 
COBD 
DOE 
EG&G 
EPA 
MSC 
RFLII 
usm 

Date: February 22, 1994 "0. Pages: 1 0 YGU! 

(Including Cover) &- 
. From: Dennis Floyd i 

To: Distribution 

2J2- 
Organization: 

Distribution: 

a C0nug;L 'ttee Me& er ................... Steva Tar l ton  ................... Rick Wilson ................... Mark Van Der Fuy 

................... Martin Hestmark ................... Dennis Floyd ................... T i m  Heatcn ................... Dave Navarro 

................... G Q ~ Y  Francis 

199it 2:OO P M  @ RFLII. 

Note: 
w i l l  conduct the  meeting. 

Dennis Floyd w i l l  be on t rave l .  Rick W i l s o 2 ' 1 ,  Vice Chair, 

.. *: /' 

i1. Review and approve minutes from February 16, 1994 SC Meeting. 
Note: Item 8 change lrEric" to llRic?.:te Wilson. 

''2- 

''3. 
Activities. 

4 .  

A d d  a d d i t i o n a l  items to Agenda. 

Review and d i ~ c u a s  the following Draft Flow C h a r t  of Stage 1 

Review revisions to thQ Goals and Objectives- 

5 .  S e t  Agenda f o r  Sounding Board Meeting, Karch 2 ,  1994. 

C .  Status Subcornittee act ivi t ies .  

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) Business P l a n  - Xick -- Wilson . - .- 
e )  

f) 

Environmental Restoration - M a r t i n  Hestnark 

Waste Management - Steve Tarleton 

Human Resources - Dave Nzvarrci 

Support Services - Gary Fr&nCiS 
Public O u t r e a c h  - Tim Heaton 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PRaTECT 

STEERING COHHITTEE MEETING 

February 16,  1994 
Attendance: 

Attendee  

CAB ................... 
CDH ................... 
COBD ................... 
DOE ................... 
EG&G ................... 
EPA ................... 
MSC ................... 
RFLII ................... 
USWA ................... 

-------------- -------------- 
Rick Wilson, Jason Dotson 
Mark Van Der Puy 
Gary Francis, Tony Tome 

Dennis Floyd 
Tim Heaton 
Dave Navarro 

-------------- 

Agenda Covered: 

1. The committee was pleased to welcorne Eric Wilson who has been 
named to replace Michelle Harper on t h e  SC and as the staff 
person for the Governor's Defense Conversion Task Force and Jason 
Dotson who accompanied Eric to this meeting. 

2 .  The minutes of the February 9, 1994 meeting were reviewed and 
approved with the change to item 4 d) that is shown on the 
accompanying page. 

3. 
include item 6., discussion of a DRAFT IM/IRA proposal presented 
by Mark Van Der Puy. 

The accompanying Agenda for the meeting was enlarged to 

4 .  The conceptual flow diagram for the Stage I process was 
reviewed. 
before this can be adopted. 

5 .  

goal. S = Specific: M = Measurable; A = Achievable; R = 
Relevant; T = Trackable. 
the DRAFT list differently, to reduce their number, and to assign 
them to members present to revise them per the above acronym. 
The assignments and revisions follow. * 

ACTION: Each SC member is to attempt to redefine these goals 
into a single goal per the attached list. 

The input of the CDH and EPA representatives is needed 

A DRAFT list of Goals and Objectives was discussed at length. 
. Gary Francis offered the acronym ItSWTtt to help define a good 

We decided to package the 12 goals on 



Hinutes,  NCPP Steering Committee Heeting, February 16, 1994 

6. Subcommittee Reports 

E J u m a n m -  met February 1 5 ,  1994. They reviewed and 
discussed each of the issues on their list. Dave Navarro 
reviewed some of their comments, but these are only interim 
results and not final proposals from the Subcommittee. 
agreed to invite Wackenhut, IGUA and Building Trades to attend 
future meetings. 
of former Rocky Flats workers. The HR subcommittee is 
considering using a date of June 1, 1992 as the demarcation and 
applying this to all personal of the 3 main contractors. 
suggested that March, 1992 would include impacted J.A. Jones 
workers. 

Dave 

One issue of special mention is the definition 

It was 

S u m o r t  Service5 held another meeting and agreed to divide into 
two smaller groups, one to focus on Health and Safety Issues and 
the other on Site Support issues. DOE and EG&G persons were 
named co-chairs of each group. 
committee for its effective start. Gary Francis is the SC 
Liaison to this subcommittee. 

Mark Van Der Puy singled out this 

Public Outreach needs to get approval of the Alternate Use Plan 
so it can be sent to the Sounding Board prior to the March 2, 
1994 meeting. 
the Waste management Subcommittee to act on this before the 

Tim Heaton agreed to contact Steve Tarlton to get 

February 2 3 ,  1994 SC meeting. 0 Tim also reported that Tom Marshall of the Rocky Mountain Peace 
Center has asked him, as the RFLII member of the NCPP, to 
petition the SC for membership of RMPC delegates on the SC and 
subcommittees. Af.ter some discussion it was decided to not act 
on the request until the Public Outreach subcornmitee did some 
research into the history of the NCPP membership and 
representation. 

ACTION: Tim Heaton to ask Teresa Mikulsky of the P.O. 
subcornmitee to research this matter and present the results at 
the next SC meeting. 

7 .  The DRAFT IM/IRA language was reviewed. It was agreed that 
concensus could not be reached without the input of the CDH and 
EPA members of the SC. 

ACTION: 
to see if some intermediate between I1publicl1 and "Rocky Flats 
Workforce Memberg1 could be applied during Stage III- 

Tony Tome agreed to research the defintion of llpersonll 

8 .  
of the SC. He will stand in f o r  Dennis Floyd at the next SC 
meeting to be held February 2 3 ,  1994. 

Eric Wilson was designated to fill the position of V i c e  Chair 

.i 



- 
Hinutes, NCPP Steering Committee Meeting, February 1 6 ,  1994 

9. 
Meeting Wed. night, February 23, 1994. 

10. The meeting was adjourned at 5 : O O  PM. 

Mark Van Der Puy agreed to represent the SC at the RF Public 

DRF 



i i, 
DIinutes, HCPP Steering C o n h i t t e e  M e e t i n g ,  February 9 ,  1994 

f) PO - m T O N ,  Tim Heaton asked SC members to comment on 
the notes from the first Sounding Board meeting so *&ey 
can be issued to SB members. 

ACT-. The SC Liaisons are urged to convene their respective 
subcommittees before next meeting and carry o u t  the activities - 

agreed at our 1/26/94 meeting. 

i d e i t i f  ied. 

A discussion was held on the matter of what the SC expects from 
the subcommittees in the way of responses to the issues each is 
tasked to handle. 
not more plans and studies. 
answers may occur in Stage 11, butthe definition of what will 1 
done to resolve each issue must be agreed by t h e  SC 2 s  an 
adequate resolution for that issue. 
incorporated into a report from each subcommittee and all of 
these reports will be included in the contractor's final report 

The COnSenSuS is that we need real an swerz, 
The actual implementation of the 

'These resolutions will be 

f o r  Stage I. 

-4 4 .  Mark and Tin reported that the ED meeting in Washington D.C. 
favorable to the aims of the NC??. Examples: 

~ h e - a n e t - e e n t r b r e r s = e ~ - ~ 6 ~ = ~ e ~ = ~ e ~ ~ - ~ e ~ - ~ e ~ ~ ~ = ~ e ~ ~  
m e e h e n i s n 3 - k e v e - ~ e e n - ~ e ~ ~ e ~ ~ - ~ e - 3 ~ q g e = t ~ e ~ 3 - e ~ ~ - ~ e - ~ e ~  
eerr~-"hc-~e~ee-e'-?e~~e~-e~-@~ce~=~ 
Clarification t h a t  ED Guidelines are guidelines, not 
Orders. 

--- eentenplatel-i~-Sfege-===- 
A Guidelines statement regarding the inapplicability of 
DOE Orders to outleasing (likely to be subjected to 
significant DOE HQ deliberation before inclusion in 
final guidelines) 

Bob DeGresse wzs very active in meetinqs bDth d a y s  and 
said .things reflecting favorably on the NC?? and his 
support for it. 



FAX HESSAGE 

Manufacturing Sciences corporation 
Denver Office 

Phone: 303-237-8576 FAX: 303-233-2993 

Date: February 15, 1994 

To: Distribution 

NO. Pages: 4- 
(Including Cover) 

From: Dennis Floyd 

Organization: 

Distribution: 
.- 

! Organization 

I . COBD 

EG&G 
EPA 
MSC 

USWA 

CDH 

*DOE .:-. 

. RFLII 

ex Steerina C ommittee Me& .................... Steve Tarlton .................... John Mullins 

.................... Gary Francis ................... Martin Hestmark ................... Dennis Floyd ’ ................... Tim Heaton 

............ / I ,  ...... .Mark Van Der Puy 

Dave Navarro ................... 
Subject: Agenda NCPP Steering Committee Meeting, February 16, 
1994. 

1. 
Paqe 2 of those minutes has already been modified. 

Review and approve minutes f r o m  February 9, 1994 SC Meeting. 
This page 

f oilows. 

2 .  Add additional items to Agenda. 

3 .  
Activities. 

4 .  
G o d s  and Objectives. 

Review and discuss the following Draft Flow Chart of Stage I 

Review, discuss and supplement the following Draft list of 

5 .  Stztus Subcoraittee activities. 
.. 

a )  

b) 

Environmental Restoration - Martin Hestmark 
Waste Management - Steve Tarleton 

c) Sunan Resources - D u e  Navarro 
d) 

e) 

Business Plan - Dennis Floyd 
Support Services - Gary Francis 

f) Public Outreach - Tim Heaton 



1- To produce tangible r e s u l t s  quickly, efficiently and 'e Dennis 
safely. 

Measures of success will include: 

late Staae I bv March 1 5 .  1994, a )  
Completion Criter:ia: signing of Cooperative Assistance 
Agreement. 

Agree on administrative mechanism for regulatory 
control in Stage 11 by April 15, 

Agree on Clean-up levels by April 30, 1994. 

a) 

b) 

1 9 9 4 .  

c) b t i a t e  Stacre 11 bv June 1 5 .  199 4 .  
Completion Criteria: Receive approval. from DOE EM-1. 

d) 

e )  

Hire Initial Workers by July 15, 

Achieve Approval to Commence Cleanup by Sept. 15, 1994. 

1994. 

Tim Heaton (for Pub1 ic Outreach S ubcommitteel. 

2. To actively comm'unicate with Stakeholders. 

Measures of success will include: 

a) 

b) 

c) Brief Local Organizations. 

Hold regular meetings w i t h  the Sounding Board 

Participate in Rocky Flats Public Meetings 

5 .  

6. 

Understand and resolve community concerns. 

Develop trust between participating agencies 

- .  

Gam Francis 

3. To mitigate impacts  of layoffs by maximizing hiring of 
Rocky Flats workecs 

Measures of Success w i l l  include: 

a) At least 80% of the new hires will be former RF 
employees. 

b) Stage III contryactor will retain at l e a s t  7 5 %  of Stage 
11 workforce. 



Ploya 

7 .  

10. 

Find vays t o  work smarter a t  R o c k y  Flats 

Demonstrate a favorable c o s t p n e f i t  r a t i o .  

12. Hanufacture products. 

m k  V a n  Der PUY 

8.  Communicate successes and failures t o  the rest of the 
DOE, EPA and CDH. 

pave Navarro 

9.  Assure the safety of NCPp workers and the public. 

11. Protect  the environment. 



The purpose of the proposed I W I R A  is to provide a regulatory 
framework for the execution of the cleanup of buildir,gs 444, 447, 865 
and S83, as necessary, to support the mission of the National Conversion 
Pilot Project. For the purposes of this IM/IM the term 

reuse of the NCPP huildinrs. 

(1) levels of residual contamination may be greater following cleanup 
than DGcD, given the expected post cleanup industrial reuse, and ( 2 )  
find building decontamination and actual building decommissioning 
will not yet occur. 

This IWJRA is not being developed in response on a n  ongoing or 
imminent threat of release of pollutants in which the public or the 
environment would be signScmtly affected. 

current LAG protocol \\.ith respects to enforceable milestones a d  
penalty pro\isions. Rather, this IWIM will be considered as m 
addendum to the IAG, limited in scope, applicability and precedence to 
the NCP?, but useful in exploring new and inno\*ati\.e \\*a\'s for 
proceeding \\*ith work at Rock>* Flats. 

I' ' 9  

9 \' action desipned to redu c e. to M e  le \rets w o r k  
Puhllc and en \i r o e  - t  mec-lv assor-ted 

"Cleanup" differs from decontamination and decommissioning in that 

interim with the 

0 

I ? 

0 Development and implementation of the NCPP IMARA will not follow 

It is espected that early in the de\*elo?ment of the IhlAK4, CDH, EPA and 
DOE \vi11 reach agreement on AR4Rs and cleanup levels. I t  is anticipated 
thzt ARPIRs and cleanup le\*els selected t t d l  recognize that industrid 
reuse a d  handling of ndioacl:i\.e materials 1\41 likel?. occur folloi\*ing 
clemup; cleanup to background or similar le\*els are not anticipated. 
Cleanup of the buildings to the agreed upon leLPels will result in 
consensus t h t ,  \\-ith respect to conranination, the buildings are 
suicable for out leasing for specific purposes under the Cornnunit?, 
Em-ironmenral Response Facili txion Act. 

. .  

The Agencies recognize ths: building cleanup 1\41 be conducted by 

with the DOE For the purposes of this IhVIlU, hlSC employees will be 

and the buildings leased, the NCPP pri\*ate participant, NSC or 

- .  , . . .  Mtnufactunng Science Corporadon under a Cooperati\pe Agre- ement 

considered as part of the Rock,\, Flats \\*orkforce, or "person" 2s defined 
b>* CERCLA, P u t  500.5 (\%-here azperson" is defined as firms, 
associations, partnerships, etc.). Once cleanup activities are  compiiete 

orhewise, shall be considered as "public", like\\*ise defined in Part 300.5 
of CERCL4. 

..:, .. . . . .  

I ..' -. . .. ,. i.' ; , . 
,-' 

- POSt-lt- brand :ax t:ansmi;tal memo 7071 01 pages 

To 
~ h z  ~ 3 , j u  [,." l F r o m  \Jd~4 i3z- I ?- 
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Distribution 

NATlONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT (NCPP) SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
MEETING MINUTES - GEi-009-94 

The first meeting of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Support Service 
Working Group was held on February 8, 1994 at 1230 pm in the office of Gary Francis. 
Attendees of the meeting are shown in Attachment I. The meeting was formed to address 
issues raised by various groups including the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative. 

Discussion of the issues shown in Attachment I 1  followed with assignment of lead for a 
strawman response to each issue. Assignments are notated in the margin of Attachment 11. 

It was agreed that there would be a weekly meeting. The next meeting will be at 1:30 pm,  
Tuesday, February 75, 1994 in Conference Room 8, Building 1 1  1. 

Attachment 111 is a draft presentation providing history of the NCPP and a vision for its 
future for your information. 

Attachment IV is a list of NCPP Steering Commitiee members for your information. 

The next meeting will focus on electing a working group chairperson and to decide the 
proper make up of the working group. The issue of a separate working group for Health and 
Safety issues will be discussed at the next meeting aiso. 

G. E. Francis 
Deputy Associate General Manager 
Transition Management 

Attachments: 
PCS Stated 
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BLEQ 
M. Van Der Puy 

Nanufacturina Science Cornoration 
D.R. Floyd 
F. J .  Yakiich 

FG8G R o c h  Flats. Inc, 
K. J. Gerber 
J. E Gilrner 
R. L. Higgins 
J. K. Montrose 
D. M. Navarro 
L. L. Richey 
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KEALTH & SAFETY 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Gary Francis I’ 

1. Does the public want private industrial operations at 
Rocky Flats that would include processing hazardous and 
radioactive materials? 

2. What types of contaminated materials could be imported 
to Rockc Flats for use in private operations? 

3. What is the ALARA (As-low -as-reasonably achievable) 
program for the private operator and how will it be 
enforced? 

emergency preparedness program at Rocky Flats? 
5. What is the impact of private operations on the Rocky 

Flats Emergency Planning Zone? 

7. What are the training requirements for the private 
operator’s employees (emergency response and health and 

response and ES&H training? 

’ I .  What impact will the operations of the private firm have * 

on other co-located plant workers? 
). Who will monitor the private operator’s activities to 

ensure maintenance of the building safety envelope? 

safety)? Who is responsible for providing emergency 

- 
4 WK-. 

&.,+&Y 1 

++*4+- 

W 

3- cr*-*L ‘-- 

LO. Is importation of materials a prerequisite to hiring 
workers and conducting private operations? 

11. Who will have jurisdiction over occupational safety and 
health issues until such time as the private operator is 
under CDH, EPA, NRC, OSHA and other jurisdictions? 

I 



SUPPORT SERVICES - -  
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: .. Gary .. . Francis . . . .. . ( 

1. How would the private operator obtain security@ .. .. . 
and occupational safety and health services, 
watedwaste water and power during Staoe 3 3? 

2. Who provides building maintenance until the private 
omrator is under- ? A, and NRC . .  j;risdictions? 

3. What are DOE operating costs for these buildings 
during Stages U 2 and 3? 

.- 
3-- 

.- 



The National Conversion Pilot Project 
Submitted for Session 

"Advances in the Facility Transition ProSram" 
at the Department of Energy's 

Waste Management 1994 Conference 
February 27 - March 3,1994 

Mark Van Der Puy, 
Acting Director 

Rocky Flats Office of Economic Development 
United States Department of Energy 

. Gary Francis 
Transition Management 
EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. 

Michael Konczal 
External Communications 

Ehq, Inc. 

ABSTRACT 
The Department of Energy is now faced with h e  prospect of terminzting 

traditional defense production missions at several Departme-?t of '"Lnergy sites. 
Because of this, there is a citical need to develop a DOE process to conves 
former deiense production facilities to private use so that unde,mt-;iized workers 
and facilities may be used to minimize ;he impact on the United States economy. 

Fizts near Denver, Colorado is to exDlore.and demonstrate the iezsibiiit)) of 
economic conversion of DOE facilities, in a manner consistent with ongoing site 
waste management and cleanup activities, and non-prejudicial to future land cse 
planing deasions. 

The NCPP is dic.ided into three stages: The f i s t  stiige, now under ura:-, is 
one of detailed planning for cieznup and building maintenaxe zctivities. The 
second strge involves building cleanup necessary to support the proposed 
industrial activities, maintenace of equiurnert and building inktstructure 
necessary to assure protection of human iealth ana the erwironment, 
dedassiiication work, mci same smaH sczle research and development acsvities. 

r' 
The purpose of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) at Rocky 

I 



Stage III would involve DOE metals reading. Specific approval from t?e DOE is 
required prior to each project stare. To‘emure stakeholder invol\rernent, a 
steering conmittee %*ill advise tk DOE on the desirability to proceed with the 
project from stage to stage. 

A kev question in the conversion process is whether a competitive 
economic aid  regulatory environment can be created on a DOE facilitv, allowing 
an onsite conversion business to effectively compete with offsite bus&esses. If 
successful, the Rocky Flats project couid become the model for economic 
conversion at  other DOE facilities. 

Ih’TRO DUCT1 0 N 
On December 21,1993, an unprecedented gathering of officials held a 

news conference in the Governor’s Office at the Colorado State Capitol in 
Denver. They were there to announce that the Department of Energy had Chosen 
the former weapons production plant at Rocky Rats as the site for a National 
Conversion Pilot Project, a practical experiment designed to test whether 
economic conversion is a viable option for the Department of Energy‘s former 
production sites presently facing ernironmental cleanup. If successful, the Rocky 
Fiats project could become the mode1 for economic conversion at other 
Department of Energy faciiities. 

The joint announcenent bv Roy Romer, governor of Colorado; Mark 
Silverman, the Department oi Energy, Rocky Fiats Office manager; Jack McGraw., 
re$onal administia tor for the Environmental Protection Agency; and Tom 
Looby, director of the Ofiice of h e  Environment for the Colorado D e u a m e n t  of 
Health, rnzrked the beginning of a new era of cooperation between the 
De?artnent of Enerz, Rockv H a t s  Of%e m d  its partners in the gove-ment,  
i ndusq ,  2nd the c o m ~ n j t t ’  to work towmd i? comrnon god. 

M’ith &e ezd of fbe Cold War and cancellation of ~e production mission 
at Rocky Fiats, a new mission statemeqt h2s been developed for the sit,: Q thatof 
waste management, emtronmetal demup and site conversion to beneficial 
uses. However, the specific future u e  of the site has yet to be dete-mined. Tnus, 
t+e purpose of the National Conversion Pilot Project is to explore m d  
denonstrzte, at R o c h  Flats, the fezsi’uility of economic conversion of 
DeFartment of Energ; facilities, in a. manner consistent with ongoing site waste 
mmagene.nt and cleanup activities, 2nd non-prejudicial to future l a d  use 
planning decisions. 

MISSION 
’:De Mission-s$-&eAi-aticma! Conversion Pilot Project -- - - i-- . . - .* ,/- 

- 
to explore and 

demonstiate the fersibili*, 2t the Rocky E a t s  Site, o i  economlc conversron of 



0 
pegartment of Energy facilities.” (Drzft mission statement, National Conversion 
Pilot Project Steering Committee, 1%). As such, the project see’k to answer the 
follov5ng questions: 

1. What is the process for conlrerting contaminated portions of a 

2. What is the level of building cleanup that must be achieved for such 

Superfund site to industry for private use! 

conversion, and how will that cleanup be regulated? 

3. Can a competitive economic environment be created such that industry 
located on a Department of Energy site can compete in the I marketplace? 

4. Can conversion actilities occur in a manner consistent with ongoing 
and planned site waste management and cleanup activities? 

5. Will the department’s stakeholders accept the project as a means of 
determining the feasibiili& of conversion of site manufactufig 
capabilities to private us& io assist in fumre p i a d g  decisions? 

I 
HISTORY 

The mission of the National Conversion Pilot Project evoked over a one- 
and-2-half year period following a 1?91 secretarial announcement that the sire 
needed to begin Iooking a: economic conversion at this post-production nuclear 
weapons site. Given this general direction, the Rocky Flats Office began 
considering economic conversion issues. 14‘ithi-n three weeks, the DOE had 
received a proposal from Manufacturing Sciences Corporation to do metals 
recycling at Rocky Flats. 

.4t the same time, t!e Rockv Fiats Local Impacts Initiative, a stakeholder 
group founded to help site workeis 2nd minimize c o m m h t y  impacts resulphg 
from weapons plant closures, ~\-2s established. Responding to the Seuetaq’s 
anouncernent, the Lnitiztive estabbhed economic development ciite5a for 
Rocky Flzts. Shortiy theredter, the Litiative convened thi first monthly 
regdator meeting to discuss conversion citeria. 

The Manufacturing Saexes Corporation proposal had sigiificant a?pezl 
for use a Pilot Project for the followins reasons: 

The project aupezred .. 
material supply ma product demand; 
Manufacturing Sciences Coxoration had a proxren tizck of similar 
operations, and has Seen recbgnked for environmental excelleqce; 

to be economically feasible, on the basis of 



The Froject could en$os displaced Rocky Flats Plant workers no 
longer needed to suppo; the nztional nuclear deterrent, and could 
create economic revenues for communities affected by business 
declines associated with production shutdown; 
The project could result in the accelerated cleanup of four 
contaminated buildings; 
The project could support existing and planned waste management 
and environmental cleanup work by providing a use of materials that 
would otherwise be stored on-site pending future disposal; 
Products generated by the operations could be made of recycled 
materials, reducing environmental damages associated with mining 
and smelting; 
The project itself could help the Department of E n e r q  and its partners 
develop more productive working relationships and possibly 
demonstrate how future decontamination and decommissioning 
efforts at the site could be accomplished; and 
The project could assist Department of Ene rg  planners and the public 
determine whether economic conversion is a viable alternative for 
post-production uses of Rocky Flats. 

However, lacking a written directive to pursue economic conversion at Rocky 
Flats, serious discussions and commitment of departmental funds to support a 
specific project could not take place until secretarial approval w2s received. 

Tnat approval was given when Snergy Secretary Hazel R. O'Leary s i g e d  
a Secretarial action memo authorizing exploration of the Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation proposal as the National Conversion Pilot Project on Dec. 15,1993. 
The memo provides for three stages, the first two stages to involve 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation under a cooperative aqeenent ,  ? and the 
third stage - if allowed to proceed - to be competitively bid for reqciing work. 
Six davs later, on Dec. 21,1993, the joint amomcement v a s  held by Gov. Koy 
Romer and the heads oi the Departinen: of Energy Rocky Flzts Office, the 
h v ~ o n m e r l t a l  Protection -4genc-17 Region VI, and the Colorado Deparment of 
Health. 

M,4h'UFACTURIN G SCIENCES CORP 0 RATION 
In A u p t  of 1992, Manufactu,ing Sciences Corporation, 2 corporation that 

successfully recycles the Department of E?er&s scrap uskg the same worker 
skills, facilities and mateials that MSC uses in its site in Oak Ridge, Tenn., 
submitted to DOE a proposal, reLised Mzy 1??3, to establish a reqciing p r o F m  
at Rocky Flats under a multi-year contract. MSC, in essence, had volunteerea to 
become the test czse for economic conversion' at DOE sites. 

M a n u f a c h g  Sciences Corporation specializes in the fabrication of 
precision components and assemblies from exotic md difficult-to-process 
materials such 2s be,?-llium, depleted urznium, titmiurn aluminide and 

A 
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ad\-anced ceramics. Foun;ed in 1552 bv ttsto iorrner Rock. Fias manages, 
hlanuiacturkg Sciences Carpoiation designed, buil: and mrrently operates its 
privately-owned, SS,Oi)l3 sq. it. iaciiity near Oak Ridge, Te.m. Tne Manufactuiig 
Sciences Corporation facilitt. has received envirori.mcTta1 honors from the UT of 
OakRidge. 

Energy develop a pilot demonstration project to reqcle the department's highly 
skilled Mlorkers, facilities and materials. Through this recycling proposal, 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation could potentially hire 500 dislocated Rocky 
Flats workers; train the woriers on the company's stringent health, safety and 
manufacturing processes; clean and refurbish four contaminated Rocky Rats 
buildings (Buildings w-, 447, S65 and 883); develop and manufacture products 
for the Department of Energy using waste metals found at Rock? Flats and other 
Department of Energy weapons production faciliries; and transfer tedmology 
2nd processes from the pilot project at Rocky Flats to other Department of 
Energy sites and commercial markets. 

Manufacturing Sciences Corporation proposed that the Department of 

Under the proposal, Mancfacturjng Sciences Corporation would recycie 
radioactive scrap metal (EM), which consisn prir;;zrily of miid steel and 
stainless steel, depleted uranium (DU), and beryllium (Be) at Rockv Flats for 
commercial purposes. The raw materials to be used in manufacturing processes 
would include existing inventories of scrap metals, outdated or contaminated 
Fieces of equipment that could cut up a used 2s feedstock, and possibiy other 
material sources and fonr's, such as depleted uranium metal resulthg from the 
processing of uranium h e x a h r i d e  resemes at  other Department o i  Energy 
weapons facilities. Rather tl-,m disposing of these materids, the 2roject proposes 
that the Department of E n e r g  supply the raw materials for rnznufacfdring of 
products the department could iself use, such as wzste containers for lowlevel 
radioactive 1%-astes, needed exteuivehr in the De?aiment of E n e r z  complex 
cleanup. Similariy, deFieted ilrlniurn could be used to create casks for spent fuel 
rods from nuclear poJ%*er reactors, prolkiing excellen: conrainnent of 'nginer 
level iadioactivi? e-mitied from the he1 rods ?ending iuture disposal. 
SuTlus/waste bentilium could be used to n t m f a c w e  conpones5 for ot'ner 
commercial auplications, such as in the aerospce inbust? and in sapport oi  the 
international the-?nonuclear experimental reactor. 

Rockv Flats itself, h4anufacw.g  Sciences Corporation estimates fntt a supply of 
some 1.5 million tons of RSM, 400,000 metric :ON of depleted u r m i m  and 
100,000 pounds oi  be3-llium exists Mvithin the Depzme.-t of Enerm.. "I 

While potential suuplies oi EM, DU 2nd Be are yet to be d e t e h e d  at  

PROJECT STAGES 

for cor.rinuous feedSack from stakeholders, tIIe Sationa! Conversion Pilot Project 
was divided into three stases. 

To assure deliberate considerztion of project feasibiiiy and opporpkt). 

5 



merations and regulatoq- interface is plxned  su& that Stage ID activities couid 
be periomed in accordaxe wiLI standard industrial practkes and requirements. 
Tnus, the Stage 
demonstrate the financial viability of its operations. 

operator would haye a "level piaving field" on which to 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

Conversion Pilot Project. ?he  Steering Committee, consisting of representatives 
of the Governor's Office of Business Development, the Colorado Department oi 
Health, the En.t~ironmental Protection .4ge3cy, the Rocky nats Local Impacts 
Initiative, the Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board, Rocky Flats Labor Unions, 
Manufacturing SciGnces Corporation and Department of Energ' Rock!l Flats 
Office has the charter of guiding the overall public involvement process and of 
representing their respective organizations on decisions regardhg the project, 
such as deteAmining when significant conce,rns have been adequately addressed. 
The Steerins Committee will advise Department of Energy on the desirability to 
proceed wirh the project from stage to stage. 

Figure 1 illustrates the public involvement hierarch): for the National 

The Sounding Ejoard consists of il wide range of communi? organizations, 
including cities, environmental and peace activists, and developmental interests. 
The Steering Committee will use the Sounding Board to help identie issues, and 
assess the adequacy of issue closure. Tne Sounding board will also give the 
Sreering Committee a s e x e  of community support - or lack thereof - 
considered necessary to determine project continuation or terrnii7a:ion. 

Working Groups also suugort .. the Steering Committee. W o r h S  Grouss 
organized to examine Waste Manaaement, Enirironmental Restorttion, Suppoe 
Services, Business Development ana n u n a n  Resources will also identie to the 
Steering Committee specikc issues, but unlike the s o ~ r ~ d i n g  board, will be tzsked 
with working towrard issue closure. Consequently, W o r h g  GiouD composition 
is largely of site, regulritor Lid Manufacturiiig Sciences CoTorafion personnel. 

a* T T  

Additionaliy, period pubIic meetinss to disass Xat',onai Conversion Pilot 
Proiect issues will be conducted to asswe wider ciiderstmaing of project 

I 

activities and ascerrain the level of pubiic supporr. 

It is iznpocmt to note that Rockv Fiats is o d v  in t;?e initid Cete-mhation 
stage of the project. As issues are resoived by the \iIork;JIg Grouzs, and as the 
Stee-ing Committee assesses c o m n ~ + ~  support via the Sounding Board m d  
other f o m ,  the Steeriig Committee will be in a position at the m d  of StaSe I to 
recommend that the D e x D e n t  of E n e r F  proceed or abandon the Froject. 
Depzmen:  of Energy aki h?anufactaris Scieqces CoFoiation nrve both 
corn i t tea  ,S.,,zt the 2roject wiU not Froceed without C O I ; . ~ ~ ~ ?  and replator  
support. 

CONCLLTSION 0 
I 



The DeFa-ent of ErierT is now faced w i 5  the prospect of te,zninz:is 
traditional defense production rnissions at  several Depament  oi E n e r p  sites. 
Eecause of this, there is a critical need to develop a Depa%ent of Errergy 
process to convert former deiexe production faciiities to private use so &at 
underutilized workers and faciiities may be used to minimize the impact on the 
United States economy. Compkating the procedural issues of conversion are 
the need for integration i\*ith fclture land use planning decisions and 
cornDatibilifi with iaciiiw waste management and environmental restoration 
activities. 

The Kational Conversion Pilot Project now under wty at Rocky Flats 
s e e k  the show the wav for conversion activities, but not at  the expense of 
departments stzkeholders. Pcbiic and replator buy-in is prerequisite to project 
continuation. 

. .  , .  



DOE/Rocky Flats Office 

EPA 
CDH 

MSC -- 
EG&G Rocky Flats 

RFL3I 

Citizens' Advisory Baard 

Office of Business Developrncnt 

United Sttclworters of America 

Colorado Building and 
Construction Trades Council 

United Govcnment Security 
officers of America 

lmMQ!uL I3Qm 
M d c  Van Der Pny 966-2473 

'rZmHeaton 

Has not fonncd yet 

MicheIleaarper 

David Navarn, 

Jim Brown 

Jams V h  

294-1 134 

692-3013 

237-8576 
\ 

966-71189 

940-6090 

892-3840 

966-3529 

831-1001 

966-4230 

._. -. . . 

EBX 
966-3710 

294-7559 

782-4969 

233-2993 

966-4057 

940-60S8 

892-3848 

966-7255 

831-1331 

966.8198 
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SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY ISSUES ASSOCIATED VilTH 
THE NATIONAL COhWRSION PILOT PROJECT (NCPP) 

@ HEALTH & SAFETY OUESTION NP 6, 
Will the workers of the private operator be considered "public?" If SO, will the 
environmental risk aSseSsm&ts related to public exposure need to be changed? 

The operational areas most significantly impacted by having workers of the private 
operator designated as "public" include: Hazardous Materials intrasite transfer under 
Department of Transportation regulations; controlled access to CERCLA and RCXA 
sites; Facility Safety Analysis Report assumptions concerning public proximity to SNM; 
OSHA concerns for public access to an industrial site. 

SUPPORT SERVICES OUESTION NP 4, 
How will classified communication issues with Building 883 be resolved? 

SUPPORT SERVICES OUESTION NQ 5, 
How will badging and security issues for MSC workers be resolved? 

These two questions will be answered with the resolution of the following issues. 

PHYSIC.4L SECURITY 
Protection of government property and critical assets controlled by MSC. 
Official Business Only access criteria and control. 
Badges or a pass system for non-security area access personnel identification. 
Visitor control log or visitor tracking system by MSC for their visitors. 
Site access by MSC employees not meeting minimum DOE access requirements. . 

CLASSIFIED INFORMATION SECURITY 
Foreign National assignment or visit approval protocol. 
Additional EG&G resources for rewriting deviation requests for protection of classified matter. 
Security strategy for the classified Secure Local Area Network to permit uncleared unescorted 
Building 883 access. 

CLASSJFJED MATERIAL SECURTTY 
Resources, facilities and priority for relocating classified material (parts and tooling). 

JWCLEAR MATERTAL SECURITY 
Ownership of nuclear material. 
Transfer of nuclear material to and from a (licensed ?) private company. 
MSC nuclear material residue generation, ownership and transfer. 

CONTINUING MTSSTON ASSIGNMEhT 
Transition schedule definition from EG&G Defense Programs completion to MSC control. 

9PERATIONAL SECUFUTY (OPSEC) 
National Security Threat List accommodation and National Critical Technologies protection. 
U P  control of Unclassified ConuolIed Nuclear Information (UCNI) from MSC employ-. 

i . ,' 
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HEALTH & SAFETY - .  

Rocky Flats that would include processing hazardous and 

STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: G q  Francis ; 
b Does the public want private industrial operations at 

radioactive materials? . .  

. What types of contaminated materials could be imported 
to Rocky Rats for use in private operations? 

. What is the ALARA (As-low-as-reasonably achievable) 
program for the private operator and how will it be 
enforced? 

. How will the private operator be integated into the 
emergency preparedness program at Rocky Flats? 

. What is the impact of private operations on the Rocky 
Flats Emergency Planning Zone? 

L I .  

_I 

1 

n T T  0 v - r  + -.-- ’- p . .e t 8 ,  rn r: c\ e.-. -1 Will the wxkers cL ‘+ha ulu Friq:ate wyb.LA;wi  ~w ~ b r r a l u b l b / C L  

“public?” If so, will the e;ivironmental risk assessments 
related to public exposure need to be changed? 
What are the training requirements for the private 
operator’s employees (emergency response and health an( 
safety)? Who is responsible for providing emergency 
remonse and ES&H training? 

A 

3. What impact will the operations of the private firm have 
on other co-located plant workers? 

2. Who will monitor the private operator’s activities to 
ensure maintenance of the building safety envelope? 

10. Is importation of materials a prerequisite to hiring 
workers and conductin,o private operations? 

11. Who will have jurisdiction over occupational safety an 
health issues until such time as the private operator is 
under CDH, EPA, NRC, OSHA and other jurisdictions? 

., - .  .- . -_- .. - - . . . . -  . -  . .  
_ .  .. . . . 

. .. - . .  
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. SUPPORT SERVICES 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: c Gary . -.. Francis ... - . ." I . ( " .. 

. -  f . . . - .  

1. How would the private operator obtain securit@re . a _ .  c c  

.. and occupational safety and health services, 
watedwaste water and power during Stage 3? 

2. Who provides building maintenance until the privatt 
oDerator is underCDH 9 -Ep A, and hXC 
j;risdictions? 

b 

-~ 

3. What are DOE operating costs for these buildings 
during Stages 2 and 3? 

- 

-_ . . . . . 
. .  

I. . - . . - .  . -  
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ECLG ROCKY FLATS, INC. 
ROCKY FLATS PLANT, P.Q. Bc)X 4M. GDLDEN, CSLORP30 834020464 (303) W6-7000 

February 17, 1994 94-RF-02045 

Distribution 

NATlONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT (NCPP) SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
MEETING MINUTES - GEF-012-94 
The National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Site Support Working Group meeting 
convened at 1:30 prn in Building 11 1, Conference Room B. The roster of attendees is 
contained in Attachment I. 

the meeting opened with Gary Francis describing the process and schedule expected for the 
NCPP. The discussion focused on the working group deliverabies during Phase I. These 
deliverables included: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

The identity of issues requiring resolution prior to the start of Phase 11. 
Resolution of those identified issues. 
Identification of issues and strategies for those issues that can be deferred to 
Phase I I .  

Group discussion followed on the need for two sub committees within the Site Support 
Working Group. Members volunteered to align with an Environment, Safety and Health and 
Site Support subcommittee. The alignment and leadership of these groups is shown in 
Attachment I I. 

The subcommittees were challenged with selecting one issue each to present to the NCPP 
Steering Committee by February 23, 1994. This issue must define options available for 
resolution, advantages and barriers associated with each option, and an implementation plan 
and cost estimate for each option. The plan is to work these two issues through the process 
as quickly as possible in order to present the issues and proposed resolution to the NCPP 
Sounding Board by March 2, 1994. 
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The group agreed to meet again at 1:30 pm on Tuesday, February 22 in Conference Room E, 
Building 11 1. 

Meeting adjourned at 2:32 pm. 
P 

&&%- 

G. E. Francis 
Deputy Associate General Manager 
Transition Management 

GEF:jmg 

Attachments: 
As stated 

Distribution: 

T. E. Grethel 
S. Schiesswohl 
R. M. Ostrneyer 

Manufacturina Science Coruoration 
F. J. Yaklich 

EG&G Rockv Flats. Inc. 
J. Brothers 
D. C. Dietz 
K. J. Gerber 
R. L. Higgins 
J. K. Montrose 
T. E. Grethel 
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K. J .  Gerber 
T. E. Grethel 
R. M. Ostmeyer 
J. K. Montrose 
F. J. Yaklich 

A Bell 
J. Brothers 
R. L. Higgins 
J .  K. Montrose 
S. Schiesswohl 
F. J. Yaklich 

Attachment I 1  
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@ INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

DATE: February 25, 1994 

Dis ribution 

A. E.%me, Transition ProcessesAntegration Engineering, Bldg. 460, X4072 
A&/ TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: SITE SUPPORT WORKING GROUP MEETING OF FEBRUARY 22, 1994 - 
AET-017-94 

A meeting of the Site Support Working Group was held on February 22, 1994 in Building 11 Confer- 
ence Room B. In attendance at the meeting were: 

Gary Francis 
Frank Yaklich 
Karen Gerber 
Dave Dietz 
Lew Richey 
Anthony Tome 
James Brothers 
Marianne Anderson 
Philip Hartung 
Steve Schiesswohl 
Dick Stagner 
Dr. Joe Furman 
Susan Melvin 
AI Howard 
Bill Hayes 

Deputy AGM Transition Management 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
EG&G Safety, Safeguards and Security 
Wackenhut Security 
EG&G Transition Efficiency Safeguards and Security 
EG&G Transition Managrnent 
DOE, RFO Property 
DOE, RFO OCED 
DOE. RFO Site Support 
DOE, RFO Realty Ofricer 
EG8G 800 Area Operations 
EG&G Occupational Health 
EGBG Occupational Health 
DOE, RFO ES&H 
EG8G Surface Water Division 

The meeting began with Gary Francis introducing Marianne Anderson and myself as the DOE, RFO 
and EG8G joint chairpersons of the Site Support Working Group. Gary will continue to function as a 
participant in the Working Group but not in his current capacity as chariman. 

A National Conversion Pilot Project status sheet was distributed. Its purpose is to identify all of the 
issues assigned to the working group by the NCPP Steering Committee and to show the status of each 
issue as it progresses from options developed by the working group through presentation to the 
Steering committee, the sounding board, through to final resolution. A copy of the NCPP status sheet 
is presented as Attachment. 1. 

Karen Gerber next passed out options for Health and Safety issue 8 which specifically addressed how 
medical services could be provided to a private contractor. The discussion of the working group 
centered on the pros and cons of each of the options. Dr. Furman and Susan Melvin presented the 
thought process behind each of the options. The mechanism by which the Wackenhut, DOE, and J. A. 
Jones medical needs are met was also discussed. Options 2 and 4 appear to be the most likely 
mechanism by which a pnvate contractor could meet their medical needs. All of the options will be 
presented to the steering cornmitttee. It was proposed that detal] pros and cons be developed and 
documented for each optlon. Karen Gerber felt that a detailed development of pros and cons should 
be limited to only the most likely option. Gary Francrs felt that all options, including Suppofilng 
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information, would have to be presented to the public. The level of detail required to be developed for 
options will have to be discussed at the weeks upcoming meeting. The options presented for issue 8 
is preseneted in Attachment 2. 

Attachment 3 is from the Safeguards and Security organization. It identifies two new Site Support 
issues which have not been presented to the steering committee and are not included in the NCPP 
status sheet. The issues should be presented to the steering committee at the next oppurtunity. 

Dick Stagner was representing both the 400 and 800 Area Operations and will be regularly attending 
the Site Support Working Group weekly meetings. 

At this coming meeting the Site Support subgroup should be prepared to present one issue for 
discussion. An agenda for the upcoming meeting is attached as Attachment 4. 

AET 

Distribution: 

DOE. RFO 
M. Anderson 
A. Bell 
J. Brothers 
T. E. Grethel 

Hattung 
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S. Schiesswohl 
R. M. Ostmeyer 
M. Van Der Puy 

Manufacturinq Sciences CorDoration 
D. Floyd 
F. Y akiich 

EG&G Rockv Flats, Inc 
G. E. Francis 
F. J. Furrnan 
K. J Gerber 
W. L. Hayes 
R. L. Higgins 
S. E. Melvin 
J. K. Montrose 
0. M. Navarro 
L .L. Richey 
R. T. Stagner 

Wackenhut 
D. C. Diet! ,. J. E. Gilmer 
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Attachment 2 

February 21, 1 9 9 4  
KJ Gerber 

(Per FJF-037-94, 211 1/94) 
National Conversion Pilot Project 

. ^  . .. -. . 
Environmental, Safety, and Health Working Group 

Question #8: What impact will the  operation of the private firm have on other co-located plant 
workers? 

Issue: How will occupational health and medical services be provided t o  MSC employees? 

Background: All companies that  contract directly or indirectly with the Department of Energy must 
comply with DOE Order 5480.8A, "Contractor Occupational Medical Department." 

Option 1: Medical services may be provided internally (as  the Occupational Health department 
provides for EG&G Rocky Flats employees) 

Option 2: Medical services may be purchased from another contractor (Wackenhut Services, Inc. 
purchases services from the EG&G Rocky Flats Occuparional Health department) 

Option 3: Access t o  medical services may be negotiated as  part of an EG&G Sub-contract (J.A. 
Jones  has  included medical services provided by the Occupational Health department 
in its contract  with EGGtG) 

Option 4: Medical services may be purchased from another health care provider a s  long a s  all 
applicable OSHA laws are observed, which includes surveillance for beryllium disease 
since all t he  designated privatization buildings are beryllium buildings. (Note: if care 
is to  be provided from an offsite source, then provision of emergency medical services 
must  be considered because of distance, time, and workplace accessibiiity.) 

A service charge ( a flat fee  or fee-per-service 1 may be levied on  companies that are 
protected by the presence of the Occupational Health department, whether or not they 
otherwise use those  services. 

Option 5: 

Note: EG&G RF may want to pursue this concept further, since medical ethics dictate 
that  any emergency brought to the  Occupational Health depanment  be treated whether 
or not a contract  for services exists. Also, because of the special eXpeRiSe involved 
in treating radiologically conrarninated illnesses or injuries, and the  handling the waste  
product of that  treatment, all subcontract organizations now have contract language 
that  states:  

4 

The Contractor Medical Department will..handle all visiror cases of possible 
wound conramination and personnel deconramin8rion as referred ro rhem by 

All wounds must be promptly reported to permit 
monitoring. 

. Radiation Monitoring. 
. . __ --  '.. - - .. . .  - ._ . . . ..-. - 

Methods: The choice and recommendation of preferred options is dependent upon the legal and 
regulatory jurisdiction of the privatized firm (DOE, MSC and EGGG General Counsel 
must  confer and establish Some guidelines); economic considerations (i.e. which option 
is most  cost-effective for MSC?); and availability, accessibility, and capacity of medical 
services provided, whether on-site or off-site. 

Recommended Option: The NCPP-H&S Working Group cannot Make any  recommendations 
regarding ihe best option until the above questions are answered. 

. : 



Attachment 5 
SAFEGUARDS AND SECURITY ISSUES ASSOCL4TED 'M'ITH 
THE KATIOPIAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT (NCPP) 

HEALTH & SAFETY OUESTION Ne 6, 
Will the workers of the private operator be considered "public?" If so, will the 
environmental risk assessments related to public exposure need to be changed? 

The operational areas most significantly impacted by having workers of the private 
operator designated as "public" jnclude: Hazardous Materials intrasite transfer under 
Department of Transportation regulations; controlld access to CERCLA and X C U  
sites; Facility Safety Analysis Report assumptions concerning public proximity to SNM. 
OSHA concerns for public access to an industrial site. 

SUPPORT SERVICES OU ESTION NP 4, 
How wiI1 classified communication issues with Building 883 be resolved? 

SUPPORT SERVICES OUESTION N* 5. 
How will badging and security issues for MSC workers be resolved? 

These two questions will be answered with the resolution of the following issues. 

I 

PHYSICAL SECURTTY 
Protection of government property and critical assets controlled by MSC. 
Official Business Only access criteria and control. 
Badges or a pass system for non-security area acceSs personnel identification. 
Visitor control log or visitor tracking system by MSC for their visitors. 
Site access by MSC employees not meeting minimum DOE access requirements. 

CLASSIFIED INFORMATTON SECURTTY 
Foreign NationaI assignment or visit approval protocol. 
Additional EG&G resources for rewriting deviation requests for protection of classified matter. 
Security strategy for the classified Secure Local Area Network to permit uncleared unesconed 
Building 883 access. 

CLASSTFED MATERTAL SECURTTY 
Resources, facilities and priority for relocating classified material (parts and tooling). - . .  . . . . .  

.-.-. .- -. . 
_.  

I-___-.-- .-..-. .-. ._.. ___. ~ CLEAR MA TERIAL SECUFUTY.Czi ;;::--- . : _ _  . . ... ._ .. . --.- ~.-.  .. . - .  .. -,. 
Ownership of nucleat material. 
Transfer of nuclear material to and from a (licensed ?) private company. 
MSC nuclear material residue generation, ownership and transfer. 

CONTINUING MISSION ASSTGNMENT 
Transition schedule definition from EG&G Defense Programs completion to MSC control. 

PPERATIONAL SECURlTY fOPSEQ 
National Security Threat List accommodation and National Critical Technologies protection. 
RFP control of Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information (UCNI) from MSC employees. _-e 

February 15, 1994 1 TESS Office 



ATTACHMENT 4 

AGENDA 
March 1, 1994 

Location: Bl11 C.R. B 0 Time: 1:30 P.M. - 2:30 P.M. 

1) Update on the NCPP Steering Committe of February 23, 1994 - Gary Francis - 10 Minutes 

2) Presentation of the Site Support Subgroup Issue - J. K. Montrose - 30 Minutes 

3) General Discussion - All - 20 Minutes . - New issues to be presented to the NCPP Steering Committee - Update the NCPP status sheet 
- Identify barriers being experienced by the working group - Establish the agenda for following weeks meeting 

.. f 

, 



EEzG ROCKY FLATS c.* 

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

DATE: March 3, 1994 

TO: 

FROM: Transition Processes/lntegration Engineering, Bldg. 460, X4072 

SUBJECT: SITE SUPPORT WORKING GROUP MEETING OF MARCH 1, 1994 - AET-019-94 

The Site Support Working Group of the National Conversion Pilot Project meet on Mirch 1, 1994 in 
Conference Room B in Building 11 1. The following personnel were in attendance: 

Gary. E. Francis 
Mariane Anderson DOE, RFO OCED 
AI Bell . .  DOE, RFO Property 
Steve Schiesswohl 
A. E. Tome 
J. K. Montrose 
R. T. Stagner 
L. L. Richey 
D. C. Dietz Wackenhut Security 

Deputy AGM, Transition Managment 

DOE, RFO Realty Officer 
EGBG Transition Managment 
EG&G 400 Area Operations 
EGBG 800 Area Operations 
EG&G Transition Efficiency Safeguards and Security 

.= 
A' The meeting opened with Gary Francis updating the Working Group on the outcome of the NCPP ..-. 

Steering Committee meeting of Wednesday, February 23, 1994. Mariane Anderson, in response to a 
question from a Working Group member, updated the group on the status of the Cooperative 
Agreement. The Working Group was polled as to the acceptability of the NCPP status sheet as 
attached to the meeting minutes of February 22, 1994. The group found the format to be acceptable. 

All members of the working group, in particular Lew Richey, Jim Montrose, and Dick Stagner, are 
requested to list those capital items that they are aware of that must be addressed to ensure success 
of the NCPP. All members are encouraged to submit issues which they feel must be addressed 
through the working group to be submittted for consideration by the NCPP Steering Committee. An 
expanded issue list from the NCPP Steering Committee meeting of March 2, 1994 is provided as 
Attachment 1. Ail members should review the list prior to the March 8, 1994 meeting. Many issues 
related to Permitting of the Rocky Flats site are identified. This may require the formation of a 
Permitting subgroup under this Working Group. Members should be prepared to discuss the pros and 
cons of this at the next meeting with recommendations of persons who should be invited to participate. 

Gary Francis provided his recommended format for presenting issues to the NCPP Steering Commit- 
tee. This format is provided as Attachment 2. Please review the format and be prepared to provide 
feedback at the March 8, 1994 meeting of the Working Group. 

0 

., 

Jim Montrose and Dick Stagner discussed Support Services Issue g2. After a brief discussion, Jim 
and Dick elected to rework the issue to conform with the above discussed format and to bring it, along 
with Health and Safety issue #9, back to the working group at the next meeting. Support Service issue 
,. $2 is provided as Attchment 3. 

." ../ 

EGLG ROCKY RATS. INC.. ROCKY FLATS PLANT, P3. BOX 464, GOLDEN. COLORADO 80402-c46c (3c31 966-7000 
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Lew Richey presented options and recommendations for Support Service issues No.'s 4 and 5. These 
issues will be presented to the NCPP Steering Cornmitttee at the March 2, 1994 session. Site Support 
issues No. 4 and 5 are provided as Attachment 4. 

The next meeting is to be held in Conference Room B in Building 1 1 1  from 1:30 to 2:30. The agenda 
for the meeting is presented in Attachment 5. Since the agenda is likely to be more than can be 
completed within one hour, I would like the members to allow for one and one-half hour. I will try to 
get the conference room scheduled. 

After reviewing the Health and Safety issue No. 8 in detail, it would appear that, in some cases, many 
options are identified with any one of them being implemented. In some cases the preferred choice, 
particularly in Stage Ill, will be the one that makes the most sense from an econmic standpoint to the 
Interim Conversion Agent that is awarded the Stage I I  contract. Also, the option that makes the most 
sense in Stage I I  may not be the preferred option in Stage Ill. In these cases, the recommendation 
should reflect that during the process of identifying and evaluating the options no barriers were 
identified to providing these services or support during any of the stages of the NCPP. DOE, EGBG, 
and MSC, for Stages I and 11, and DOE and the Interim Conversion Agent, for Stage Ill, can then take 
the options and work out the one which is most suitable at that point in time. The working group 
members should reflect on this and be prepared to discuss at the next meeting. 

Should you have any comments, or questions, please contact me, or Mariane Anderson on X6088. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

FORMAT FOR ISSUES TO BE SUBMITIED TO THE NCPP STEERING C O M M I E E  

Identify Issue 

A. Identify each option 
8. Discuss Pros and Cons of implementing each option. 

11. Recommend the most preferred option. Discuss the rationale for selecting option. - Ease of Implementation - Cost of Implementation - Schedule for implementation - - 
Ill. Identify other issues which must be evaluated to successfully implement the selected option. 

For example, an evaluation of the options for ensuring that key safety systems are maintained 
could identify EGBG maintenace to be the preferred option. However, an issue could be 
identified as to how maintenance activities in the Econmoic Conversion buildings would be 
prioritized with respect to other building maintenance needs. 



ATTACHMENT 3 

S u p p o ~  Services  Issue 
# 2  

National Conversion Pilot Project 
Environmental, Safety, and Health Working Group 

Comment 

Option 1 
"No Change' 

Option 2 
"Full Turnover" 

Option 3 
"Graded Approach" 

Option 4 
"Contracted Services"  

Recommendation 

-.. 

Who provides building maintenance until t h e  private operator is under 
CDH, EPA, and NRC jurisdiction? 

Who provides maintenance service is less a n  i s s u e  than to w h a t  
standards those  services are performed. 

EG&G provides maintenance through Phase  I a n d  Phase  II .  All activities 
are conducted t o  present standards which include compliance with all 
laws, rules, and DOE Orders. Private contractor  supplies maintenance in 
P h a s e  1 1 1 ,  DOE Orders do not apply. 

EG&G provides maintenance during Phase 1. MSC hires a maintenance 
f o r c e  t o  perform maintenance in Phase 11. Private contractor supplies 
maintenance in Phase 1 1 1 .  S a m e  standards apply as in Option 1 .  

EG&G provides maintenance during Phase I. MSC hires a maintenance 
force  t o  perform maintenance in Phase 11. Private contractor supplies 
maintenance in Phase Ill. DOE Order standards are  phased out  during 
Phase  I I  

EG&G provides maintenance during Phase I .  MSC contracts  maintenance 
in Phase 11.  Private contractor supplies maintenance in Phase 1 1 1 .  DOE 
Orders immediately withdrawn in Phase I I  

A t  this point, there is insufficient definition o f  t h e  relationship between 
DOE, EG&G, and MSC t o  make a recommendation. W e  must  establish a 
logical sequence in which to address these  issues .  



ATTACHMENT 4 
National Conversion Pilot Project 
Support Services --m Working Group 

Question NP 4. How will classified communication issues with Building 883 be resolved? 

Issue: 

Background: 

Option Ne 1. 

Option NP 2. 

Option NP 3. 

How will classified data transmission be secured from people without a need to know that 
information in and around Building 883? 

The Secure Local Area Network (SLAN) transmission lines for the entire site are routed 
through Building 883 and are currently protected, in part, by limiting access to the 800 
Area and to Building 883. Since this capability must continue in order to support current 
and future mission assignments, classified data transmission operations will be supported 
as Environmental Restoration, Waste Management and DGrD operations proceed. 

Encrypt source and target transmission points to eliminate the need for’ the SLAN 
transmission Iines. 

Instal tamper indicators and upgrade conduit lines in areas where future operations could 
permit access by personnel having a need to know this information and continually 
surveil the area for intrusion. 

Apply for a DOE Headquarter’s exception to permit access by cleared personnel not 
having ameed to know. This would require that those people accessing Building 8S3 
have appropriate security clearances. 

Relocate the current SLAN out of Building 883 incorporating the latest security features. 

Recommendation 
.- 

For long term support (greater than 5 years), encryption offers the best security features 
for the lowest cost and shortest scheduled implementation. Each encryption set is 
forecast to cost about $30,000 and the initial estimate is that 5 sets will be needed to 
maintain current and projected classified data transfer needs in the 800 Area. Upgrading 
the SLAN and instaIling tamper indicators is expected to be more expensive and much 
longer than the eight months needed for encryption installation. Relocating the SLAN 
away from Building 883 is expected to be a major Faciliries Engineering project more 
expensive and time consuming that upgrading the SLAN. Obtaining an exception or 
variance could be shorter in schedule and very much less expensive if the DOE Customer 
is willing to assume a higher risk of potential data loss to security cleared personnel that 
do have a need to know. There probably is no scenario where the customer will 
accept data loss to uncleared personnel. Also, while Phase 1 and possibly Phase 2 
activities could restrjst Buildiqg 883 access to security cleared personnel, Phase 3 
operation needs to have all classified shapes, material, tooling, fixturing and scrap, 
removed from the building to permit unescorted access by uncleared personnel. 



National Conversion Pilot Project 
Support Services Working Group 

Question NR 5. How will badging and security issues for MSC workers be resolved? 

Issue: 

Background: 

Option NP 1. 

Option NQ 2. 

How will MSC workers access the site and their work area and how will classified matter 
(parts, tooling, fixtures, and documents) be managed? 

As long as DOE controls faciIities, mission assignments and resource allocations, MSC 
wiIl need to follow DOE Orders in effect at the time of MSC’s operation of the 
designated buildings. Building 865 is currently the only building of those to transition 
to MSC where unesconed access by uncleared personnel is possible. All other buildings 
(444, 447, and 883) contain classified matter that will need to be dispositioned based on 
MSC’s security capabiIity, need, resource limitation and work priority, and on EG&G’s 
support role, mission assignment, funding availability and work priority. 

Continue EG&G and WSI roles for providing security support including badging, 
classified matter management, physical security, Nuclear Material Accountability, 
Property Protection, Security Administration, Security Education and Awareness, and 
Operations Security. 

Assign management control of all classified matter to MSC with DOE, RFO oversight. 
Maintain badging sentice, personal and vehicle searches, accas control and other security 
program requirements through EG&G and WSI. 

In all MSC Buildings, assign management control o f  all classified matter and personnel 
access to MSC. The MSC personnel access system would need to be compatiable with 
EGBG and WSI operations. 

Recommendarion 

For Phase 1 and 2, maintain current security management systems, providing a service 
to MSC which will minimize transition costs by avoiding duplicate services. For Phase 
3, assuming appropriate classified matter consolidation has occurred, assign MSC the 
responsibility to manage their classified matter while maintaining physical security 
responsibilities (badging, personal and vehicle searches, and visitor access) within the 
currect EGGrG and WSI security management system. Phase 2 could require a transition 
phase to transfer ownership and responsibility in an orderiy manner. 

If classified matter consolidation has not occurred, continue to maintain current EG&G 
and WSI systems as a service to MSC. Budget allocations and funding transfers will 
need to be negotiated pending final operating configuration. 



AVACHMENT 5 

AGENDA 

MARCH 8,1994 

Location: Conference Room 8 
Date: Tuesday March 8, 1994 
Time: 1130 - 2:30 P.MS-. 

I .  Update on NCPP Steering Committee Meeting - G. E. Francis - 10 minutes 

I I .  Discussion of Site Support issue $2 and Health and Safety issue #9 - J. Montrose and D. 
Stagner - 25 minutes 

111. Discussion of the formation of a Permiiting issue Subgroup - All - 15 minutes 

IV. Discussion of issue presentation format - All - 10 minutes 

V. Discussion of Site Support issues # 4 and 5 - L. Richey - 20 minutes (If time permits) 
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DATE: April 5, 1994 

TO: Distribution 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

A E. Tome, Transition Processes/lntegration Engineering, Bldg. 460, X4062 

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE SITE SUPPORT WORKING GROUP MEETING OF 
MARCH 22, 1994 - AET-027-94 

At the March 22, 1994 meeting of the  Site Support Working Group, Jim Montrose and Rick Bennett 
presented Site Support i s sues  4, 5, 7 ,  and 8. nese were discussed with the Working Group and it 
was  agreed to present these  issues  to Gary Francis for submittal to the National Conversion Pilot 
Project Steering Committee. Copies of these issues will be made available upon request. 

The meeting s e t  for March 29, 1994 had to be cancelled d u e  to a n  offsite meeting which would require 
the attendance of both the Health and Safety and Site Support Working Group leaders. The next 
meeting will be held on April 5, 1994 in Building 111, Conference Room B a t  1:30 P.M. 

At the meeting on Apirl 5, 1994, the Site Support Subgroup will present issue #s and the Health and 
Safety Subgroup will present issues  1, 3 , 4  and 8a Drafts of these issues  are attached to the  minutes. 
A representative of the  Emergency Preparedness organization will be on hand to provide background 
discussion on issue 4, How will the  private operator be integrated into the emergency preparedness 
program a t  Rocky Flats?. 

e 
- 

AET 

Attachement: 
As Stated 

EGBG ROCKY FLATS. INC., ROCKY FLATS PLANT, p.0. BOX 464, GOLDEN, COLORADO 80402-0464 (303) 966-7000 
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NATIONAL COWERSlON PILOT PROJECT 
WORKING GROUP 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Does the public want private industrial operations at 
Rocky Flats that would include processing hazardous and 
radioactive materials? 

Issue Number: H&S 1. (3) Date Due: 

Working Group Issue Lead: Karen Gerber 

Working Group Issue Participants: Mike Sul 1 ivan of Radiation Protection; 
Bret C1 ausen o f  Industri a1 Hygiene and Safety; Bob Koppl in of Emergency 
Preparedness; Chief Tim Parker o f  Fire Protection; and Dr. Joe Furman of 
Occupat i onal Heal th 

Issue Statement: What type of operations would be acceptable to the 
public that would involve the use of hazardous and radioactive materials? 

Background: In the past, the public was not informed of the operations 
and hazards of work at Rocky Flats. The new "openness initiative" driven 
by the Secretary of Energy will require that the public is involved in the 
decision-making process of bringing new processes to the Rocky Flats site. 

. .  'D i scu s s i on : 

The public has addressed concerns in the past on the impact of accidents 
or accidental release of materials. I believe the public would welcome 
private industry to RF if they had some assurance that the hazards and 
risks f o r  workers and the potential impact on the public and environment 
continue to be reduced as a result of the effort. 

Recommendations: 

Peaceful clean-up activities would probably be acceptable to the 
public, if presented to the public when their involvement is 
requested. A positive media story identifying the benefits would 
probably aid their buy-in for the National Conversion Pilot Project. 
This can be represented as "swords into plowshares." 

(10) References: 

Infohal Correspondence: Bret C1 ausen to Carol Barker: 
PILOT PROJECT HEALTH AND SAFETY WORKING GROUP, dated February 1 4 ,  1994 

INPUT TO NATIONAL 

Letter: F. J. Furman to C. J. Barker, FJF-037-94: COMMENTS--OF THE .- --.' 
NATIONAL PILOT PROJECT, dated February 11, 1994 

Letter: R. E. Kopplin to C. J. Barker, REK-042-94: INPUT TO NATIONAL 
PILOT PROJECT HEALTH AND SAFETY WORKING GROUP, dated February 14, 1994 

DRAFT 
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National Conversion P i l o t  Project @ Health and Safety Workfng Group 

Issue Number H d  
Page 2 o f  2' 

Letter :  T. J. Parker t o  C .  J. Barker, TJP-027-94: RESPONSE TO REQUEST 
FOR INPUT, dated February 10, 1994 

Letter :  M .  T. Sullivan t o  C. J. Barker, MTS-051-94: INPUT TO THE 
NATIONAL PILOT PROJECT HEALTH AND SAFETY WORKING GROUP, d a t e d  
February 14, 1994 

- . .. . ..... - .  . . . .  .. .. . 

DRAFT 



3/a 9 / 7 4  

NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WORKING GROUP 

ISSUE RESPOHSE SHEET 

'1 ..- 

(7) 

Issue Title: What is the ALARA (as-low-as-reasonably-achievable) 
. -- program for the private operator and how will it be 

enforced? 

Issue Number: (3) (3) Date Due: 

Working Group Issue Lead: Karen Gerber 

Working Group Issue Participants: Mike Sullivan, Radiation Protection and 
Bret Clausen, Industrial Hygiene and Safety 

Issue Statement: A concern exists that the private contractor that 
assumes control of radioactive and hazardous substances may not have the 
same motivation to ensure that exposure of government workers and the 
public remains ALARA. 

Background: Rocky F1 ats pol icy currently states that exposures to 
radioactive substances be As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievabl e (ALARA) . The 
ALARA in this case will be for worker exposures. to both hazardous and 
radioactive substances. As long as both government workers and private 
contractor employees are required to participate in the established ALARA 
program, the concern does not exist. However, as the private contractor 
comes under different regulations, the potential for changes in the ALARA 
pol icy exists. 

Discussion: 

Option 1: The administration of the ALARA Program could be provided 
within the contract for provision of  site services. DOE orders and 
requirements would have to be met, resulting in a A L A N  Program similar to 
the currently established program requirements. Because this option will 
require policy across corporate lines, enforcement of this option will be 
extremely difficult for the organization providing the ALARA support 
services to the private contractor. The only advantage for the execution 
for this option is the program requirements would be consistent on site. 

Option 2: The private contractor would provide for the administration of 
the ALARA program internally during both Phases I and 11. According to 
the current NCPP plan, DOE orders wou7d need to be fo7lowed. During Phase 
3, this option presumes that the operations in the privatized building may 
be Nuclear Regulatory Commission (new) licensed, with no interaction with 
the site ALARA programs. If this is true, the orderly transfer of  
requirements from DOE order to NRC regulations must be addressed by-DoE.-- 
and the private contractor, and beeiecuted-during Phase-I1 .- 
Option 3: A phased-in approach would allow the gradual transfer of ALARA 
PO] icies from those currently established through DOE order t o  those which 
apply to the private contractor. Following the start of Phase 111, the 
ALARA program will be the ultimate responsibility of the new operator and 
will assume legal liability under either 10 CFR 20 or 10 CFR 835. 

DRAFT 
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National Conversion Pi1 
Health and Safety Worki 

o t  
ng 

Project 
Group 

Issue Number: H&S 3 
Page 2 of 2 

( 9 )  Recommendations: 

The main drivers for  the selection of one of t h e  above options are 
preference of the private con t r ac to r ,  t h e  identification of the origin of 
requirements ( i . e .  DOE order driven or o t h e r  d r iver ) ,  and the cost  of t h e  
option. Contractual agreements should be arranged and approved during 
Phase I t h a t  o f f i c i a l ly  t ransfer  f u l l  responsibility o f  the ALARA program 
t o  the private contractor. I f  t h i s  i s  n o t  completed, E G K  will assume 
signif icant  l i a b i l i t y  w i t h o u t  any authority over the privatized operation. 
ALARA programs must be specially devel oped for speci f i c processes. The 
ALARA programs developed for  current operations may n o t  be adequate for 
p r i v a t e  contactor operations. By Phase 111, the private contractor should 
be free of most DOE ove r s igh t  and requirements and subject t o  applicable 
private sector regulation. 

(10) References: 

Letter: M. T. Sullivan t o  C .  J .  Barker, MTS-051-94: INPUT TO THE 
NATIONAL PILOT PROJECT HEALTH AND SAFETY WORKING GROUP, da t ed  
February 1 4 ,  1994 

Informal Communication: Bret Clausen t o  Carl Barker, INPUT TO 
NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT HEALTH AND SAFETY WORKING G R O U P ,  
d a t e d  February 14, 1994 

DOE Order 5480.11, Radiat ion  Protection f o r  Occupational Workers 
DOE N5480.6, Radiological Control Manual 
10 CFR 835; Occupational R a d i a t i o n  Protection 

DRAFT 



RATIONAL CONVERSION P ~ L O T  PROJECT 
WORKING GROUP 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will the private operator be integrated into the 
emergency preparedness program at Rocky F1 ats? 

Issue Number: HAS 4 .  (3) Date Due: 

Working Group Issue Lead: Karen Gerber 

Working Group Issue Participants: 
and Chief Tim Parker of Fire Protection 

Bob Koppl in of Emergency Preparedness 

Issue Statement: A concern exists for the safety of all workers within 
the Rocky Flats Site. Their cooperation with and participation in 
emergency preparedness exercises, drills, and emergency situations is 
essential to the safety of all workers at Rocky Flats. 

Background: Currently, cooperation with and participation in exercises, 
drills, and emergency situations i s  required of all employees. Recent 
state exercises have been successful because of the full participation of 
all employees. Also, emergency plans are being written for all 
operational buildings onsite and coordinated by the Emergency Preparedness 
organization. In addition, fire protection services and emergency 
response services should also be integrated with the private contractor. 

Discussion: 

Option 1: The first option to integrate the private operator into the 
emergency preparedness program is to establish a contractual agreement 
between the private operator and EG&G for provision of service. These 
ongoi ng services coul d i ncl ude emergency servi ces, f i re protect i o z ,  
emergency preparedness programs, conduct of dri 11 s and exerci ses, and 
other purchased services. The cost of this needs to be determined. The 
main advantage of this option is  that the integrity of the current 
emergency preparedness program is maintained, and time is allowed to 
ensure an orderly transfer of emergency programs throughout Phase 11, if 
determined necessary. The disadvantage is that the cost t o  EG&G for this 
service is not reimbursed during Phase 11. 

Option 2: The private operator can establish its own emergency 
preparedness program during Phase 11, which i s  in line with the existing 
Rocky Flats emergency preparedness plan. A1 though this option allows 
greater independence to the private contractor, it is also much more 
costly, and will probably require a significant amount of time for 
approval of the plan. This option would be better implemented during 
Phase I I I, -if selected' as the' preferred option .-. The actual provi s-ion of. 
emergency services and fire protection would still need t o  be well- 
defined, so that other DOE-owned structures and plant workers are not 
jeopardized by a less  prompt response. 



National Converslon Pilot Project 
Health and Safety Working Group 

Issue Number: H&S 4 
Page 2 o f  2 

Option 3: Use existing "host" program and follow the provisions agreed to under 
contract. This i s  a slight modification to Option 1, as it allows the private 
contractor t o  use ful ly  approved and existing emergency preparedness programs, 
and to provide staff t o  work the issues. This is generally a less costly option 
and would lend itself well to the current Phase 11 criteria, as well as allow the 
private contractor additional time to prepare an effective emergency preparedness 
program to be used in Phase 111. 

(9) Recommendations: The private operator can best be integrated by 
establishing a contractual agreement between the private operator and EG&G 
for provision of service. Services can be emergency planning, training, 
conduct of drills and exercises, and other arranged services. It is 
anticipated that EG&G will continue this service during Phase 11, unless 
arranged otherwise by DOE and Manufacturing services. Integration of the 
private contractor into the emergency preparedness program at Rocky F1 ats 
will need to be reviewed and renegotiated prior to the beginning of .Phase 
111. 

(10) References: 
Letter: R. E. KoDDlin to C. J.  Barker, REK-042-94: INPUT TO NATIONAL 
PILOT PROJECT HEAiTH AND SAFETY WORKING .GROUP, dated February 14, 1994 

- DOE Order 5500.1B; Emergency Management System 

- DOE Order 5500.29; Emergency Categories, Classes, and Notification 

- DOE Order 5500.3A; Planning and Preparedness for Operational 
and Reporting Requirements 

Emergencies 



NATIONAL COKVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WORKING GROUP 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: 

Issue Number: H&S 5. (3) Date Due: 

What is the impact of private operations on the Rocky 
F1 ats Emergency Pl anning Zone? 

Working Group Issue Lead: 

Working Group Issue Participants: 

Issue Statement: A concern exists that the potential for unknown and 
uncontrolled hazards may increase with the change in operations in 
buildings designated for the National Conversion Pilot Project. 

Background: As operations at Rocky Flats are modified and/or expanded, 
the potential for the existence o f  unknown hazards increases, and possible 
emergency situations for which planning has not been developed also 
increases. Extensive preplanning and preparation are necessary to ensure 
that any hazards are controlled and included in emergency planning within 
the Rocky Flats Emergency Planning Zone. 

Karen Gerber 

Bob Koppl in, Emergency Preparedness 

Discussion: 

Option 1: The first option would be that all acceptable operations, 
materials, and hazards would be predetermined and established between DOE, 
EG&G, Wackenhut, and Manufacturing Sciences Corporation prior t o  the 
approval of either of Phase I 1  or Phase 111. This would severely limit 
the type o f  operations, materials, and hazards that could exist i n  t h e  
privatized buildings. However, this would el iminate any misunderstanding 
with regard to those operations and would ensure that the impact of those 
operations on the Rocky Flats Emergency Planning Zone is minimal. 

Option 2: Another option would be to have an ongoing arrangement to 
review proposed operations, materials, and hazards well in advance of 
their presence on the site. This would ensure the full understanding and 
awareness o f  proposed operations and the impact on the Rocky Flats 
Emergency Planning Zone. This approach would improve the flexibility for 
the private contractor and allow for changes prior to the start of both 
Phase I1 or Phase 111. 

Recommendations: DOE, EGgG, Wackenhut, and the private contractor would 
need to evaluate the processes and related potential hazards that the 
private operator would bring to the plant. A hazards assessment would 
-then. be-performed-and -a-deterrnination' made -on'- impact- to"the EPZ-based on- 
type and quantity of hazardous material used and produced. Likely, if the 
private operator does not exceed threshold 1 imits of reportable chemicals 
under RCRA, the impact on the EPZ will be negligible. This hazards 
assessment should be conducted as soon as possible within Phase I1 of the 
project. 
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( 10) References : 

Letter: R. E. Kopplin to C. J. Barker, REK-042-94: 
PILOT PROJECT HEALTH AND SAFETY WORKING GROUP, dated February 14, 1994 

INPUT TO NATIONAL 

- D O E  Order 5500.1B; Emergency Management System 

- D O E  Order 5500.3A; P1 anning and Preparedness for Operational 
Emergencies 



e NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WORKING GROUP 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What impact will the operations of the private firm have 
on other co-1 ocated plant workers? 

(2) Issue Number: H&S 8a. (3) Date Due: 

(4 )  Working Group Issue Lead: Karen Gerber 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: Dr. Joe Furman of Occupational Health 

(6) Issue Statement: How will occupational health and medical services be 
provided to the private contractor? 

(7) Background: One of the primary concerns for employees of the private firm 
and their interaction with co-located employees is the availability and 
provision of health care and emergency services . 

(8) Discussion: 

Option 1: Medical services may be provided internally by the private 
contractor (as the Occupational Health department provides for all EG&G 
Rocky Flats employees). This option is expensive and the provision of 
additional and redundant medical space on site is not a cost-effective 
alternative for the private contractor. 

Option 2: Medical Services may be purchased from another contractor. 
Wackenhut Services, Inc. purchases medical services from the E G & G  Rocky 
F1 ats. Occupational Health Department. 

Option 3: Access to medical services may be negotiated as a part of an 
EG&G Sub-contract. Recently, J. A.  Jones included medical services 
provided by the Occupational Health department in its contract with E G & G ) .  

Option 4 :  Medical services may be purchased from another health care 
provider, as long as all applicable OSHA laws are observed, which includes 
surveillance for beryllium disease, since all the designated privatization 
buildings are beryllium buildings. A major disadvantage with this option 
of care provided from an offsite source, is that provision of emergency 
medical services must be considered because of distance, time, and 
workpl ace accessi bil i ty. 

Option 5: A service charge, a flat fee or fee-per-service, may be levied 
on companies that are protected by the Occupational Health Department, 
whether or not'they otherwise use those'services. The use of this option 
may be the best option for both EG&G and the private contractor, when 
integrated with Option 4 .  Medical ethics dictate that any emergency 
brought to the Occupational Health department be treated whether or not a 

- . - - - - - -. - - - ,. contract for services exists. 
. _,.I 
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National Conversion Pilot Project 
Hezlth and Safety Working Group ! 

Issue Number: H&S 8 
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A l so ,  because of the special expertise involved in treating radiologically 
contaminated illnesses or injuries, and the handling the waste product of 
that treatment, all subcontract organizations now have contract 1 anguage 
that states: "The Contractor Medical Department will handle all visitor 
cases o f  possi bl e wound contamination and personnel decontamination as 
referred to them by Radiation Monitoring. All wounds must be promptly 
reported to permit monitoring. " 

(9) Recommendation: 

The choice and recommendation of preferred options is dependent upon the 
legal and regulatory jurisdiction o f  the privatized firm; economic 
considerations (i.e. which option i s  most cost-effective for the private 
contractor); and availability, accessibility, and capacity of medical 
services provided, whether on-site or off-site. It is highly recommended 
that DOE, the private contractor, and EG&G General Counsel must confer and 
establish guidelines for contractual medical and emergency services. 

(10) References: 

letter: F. 3. Furman to C. J. Barker, FJF-037-94: COMMENTS OF THE 
NATIONAL PILOT PROJECT, dated February 11, 1994 
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DATE: April 11, 1994 

TO: Distribution 

FROM: 

. . 

... . 
A E. Tome, Transition Processesllntegration Engineering, Bldg. 460, X4072 

SUBJECT: HIGHLIGHTS OF THE SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING OF 
APRIL 5, 1994 - AET-029-94 

The Site Support Subcommittee met on April 5, 1994. The following are the highlights: 

Mark Van Der Puy, DOE, RFO addressed the participants and provided insight into the identification 
and assignment of issues and the role of the Subcommittee in the resolution of issues. Mark also 
identified the procedure for processing new issues. 

Karen Gerber presented drafts of Environmental, Safety & Health issues 1 ,  3 ,  4, 5, and 8a for review 
by the Subcommittee. Bob Kopplin, Director, Emergency Preparedness, was on hand to discuss 
ES8H issue 1. The issues received comments and Karen is incorporateing those comments. 

iewed the master punchlist for the ES8H working group, which is different than the 
orked, on updated the status of all those issues currently being worked by the 
d assigned responsibility for those issues not being worked by the working group. 

genda for the April 12, 1994 meeting of the Subcommittee, the April 5, 1994 
eting attendance roster, and the ES&H Working Group updated punchlist. 
.--.- --,-- .. -. . 
..-.e. . . .x.-- .*-. . - . .--- .. - - --- .. ... 

. .  . .... _ _ .  .----.--... -__L.----.- - . . .. -. .. ,,-.. - ,._._ .*-. , Ab&m&ts:.. :- -:-. 
.. .. ii As Stated.''..';-,-;'-.'' - __._- - 

. .  
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. . -- 

. .. .. . . _  .-. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

AGENDA 

APRIL 12, 1994 SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMIITEE 

1. Update on NCPP activities - Gary Francis 

2. Update on ES&H issues ready for presentation to the Sounding Board - Karen Gerber 

3. Presentation of ES&H issue 10 - MSC representative 

4. 

5. 

Update on ES&H issue 11 - K. Gerber' 

Status punchlist for the Site Support Working Group - R. Stagner 
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION WORKING GROUP MEETING 
December 22,1993 

' 

A'ITENDEES 

NGME: 
W. Fitch, RFOER 
R. Hyland, DOWKMI 
M. Hestmark, EPA 
S. Tarlton, CDH 
M. Haupt,BNFI 
T. DeMass, EG&GERM 

PHONE: FAX: 

966-4013 

294- 1134 

694-0700 

966-2136 

692-3013 

966-8760 

966-487 1 
966-487 1 
294-7559 
782-4969 
694- 18 16 
966-8556 

SYNOPSIS 

At 2:30PM on December 22, 1993, the Environmental Restoration Working Group (ERWG) met 
at the EPA's Region VIII Offices located at 999 18th St, Denver, CO to address the agenda 
items (copy attached). This meeting was called by DOE. The following is a synopsis of this 
meeting. 

Mr. W. N. Fitch, DOE, introduced himself and stated that he was assisting Mr. R. J. 
Schassburger and in this capacity he would be acting as the RFOER representative to the 
ERWG. Mr. Fitch then identified the objectives for the meeting and proposed that the ERWG 
review the Draft Charter (copy attached). 

The ERWG members had no problems with the PURPOSE and MEMBERSHIP sections of the 
Draft Charter; however, the RESPONSIBILITIES section was discussed at great length. The 
results of this discussion were that the RESPONSIBILITIES section would be rewritten to 
specifically include the three questions identified in the S. Tarlton memorandum dated 
September 22, 1993. Additionally, it was agreed that R. Hyland would contact K. Brakken, 

- DOE, to determine if additional items from the Brakken consolidation of questions originating 
from the Rocky Flats Local Impact Initiative (RFLII) List, the Action Lis; the Punch List and 
the Responsibilities Matrix should be included. The revised RESPONSIBILITlES section will 
be reviewed by the ERWG at their next meeting. 

.- .- - -*--- ' * - -  

A discussion of the three Tarlton memorandum questions by the ERWG commenced with the 
more experienced representatives providing the status of the previous actions associated with 
these questions for the benefit of the new RFOER representative. 

Question 1 involves the identification of the criteria to be utilized for the clean-up of the 
buildings for interim reuse. 

S. Tarlton identified that the buildings should be cleaned to contamination levels 
acceptable for general use. 

T. DeMass stated that from a logic standpoint, it would make little sense to clean the 
buildings to the contamination levels necessary for their unrestricted use only to have 
them contaminated again, due to the nature of the presently intended material 
reclamationheuse operations. 

M. Hesunark stated that under CERFA the buildings will have to meet release standards 
and that state law also stipulates this requirement. He also stated that in instances where 

.-= 
0 



-2 December 22,1993 e ERWGMeeting standards can not be met some relaxation of the requirements may be acceptable 
predicated on the incorporation of some sort of institutional controls. 

Worker status, a subset of Question 1, was also discussed. 

During this discussion it was the regulatory position that the workers must be classified 
as members of the general public. However, during this discussion it was stated that 
during Stage II, the workers would most likely be classified as RFP workers due to the 
nature of the clean-up. During Stage 111, however, the need to allow unrestricted access 
to the interim use facilities would, most likely, mean that the workers would be members 
of the public at large. 

M. Haupt stated that MSC's current intention was to begin work under DOE Orders 
during Stage II and rapidly transition to private industry regulations as Stage I1 
progresses. 

R. Hyland stated some confusion appeared to exist between the term RFP worker and 
radiation worker. It would appear that the Stage III workers could be identified and 
trained as radiation workers in accordance with the policies and procedures of the interim 
use facility operator. These workers therefore would not be RFP workers and would not 
be considered to be part of the RF" work force. 

S. Tarlton identified that there would be a need to address things such as Emergency 
Planning. 

the buildings for interim reuse. 

W. Fitch identified that DOE, HQ was currently evaluating this aspect of Economic 
Conversion at the highest levels and that a decision was expected soon. 

M. Hestmark stated that this was no longer a problem., Principal #2 of the IAG Re- 
negotiation stated that CERCLA would apply across the board He further stated that 
D&D at Fernald and at Hanford was being accomplished under CERCLA in accordance 
with their FFCA agreements. 

dictated investigation and remediation activities and clean-up of the interim reuse 
buildings. 

M. Hestmark identified that a schedule of these potential interferences covering the next 
five years was to have been prepared and that MSC was to have identified the buildings 
and parts of buildings that will be needed for the Stage III undertaking. 

S. Tarlton, et at. also identified that with respect to the building characterization -What 
does it mean to all, now and in the future? What does it mean if MSC is not the Stage III 
participant? 

R. Hyland identified that OU-9 (Original Process Waste Lines), OU-10 (Other Outside 
Closures), OU-12 (400/800 Areas) and OU-15 (Inside Building Closures) were 
associated, in some fashion, with the interim reuse buildings. He also brought to the 
attention of the ERWG membership that a paper characterization relative to the types of 

Question 2 has to do with the regulatory mechanism to regulatdadminister/oversee clean-up of 0 

Question 3 has to do with the prevention or minimization of interferences between the IAG 



-3- December 22,1993 a ERWGMeeting anticipated contaminates of concern with respect to the interim reuse buildings had been 
compiled, and that this characterization was included as part of the meeting packet (copy 
attached). The interim reuse building characterization includes the Potential Areas of 
Concern (PACs), Potential Incidents of Concern (PICs) and Under Building 
Contamination areas (UBCs) associated with each of the buildings. 

W. Fitch concluded the meeting, stating that RFOER would attempt to determine the status of 
the development of the interference schedule and clean-up standards listing. He 
identified the fact that due to the holiday period, vacations and EG&G's Christmas 
shutdown, useful information would probably not be available until sometime after 
January 5,1994. He also stated that the results of this search would be communicated to 
the other members of the working group as soon as it became available. 

It was the consensus of the ERWG membership that due to the holidays and the NCPP Steering 
Committee Meeting tentatively scheduled for January 5, 1994, it would be best to 
schedule the next ERWG meeting to occur after this NCPP Steering Committee Meeting. 

e 



.. . 
‘\ AGENDA 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION WORK1 NG GROUP MEETING 

December 22, 1993,2:30PM 

EPA Region VI11 Offices, Eagle Room 

MEETING OBJECTIVES: 

.. -- 
0 Introduce new’membership. 

Discuss proposed ERWG charter/purpose. 

Revisit Basic Questions and propose responses. 

Determine the next meeting time and place. 

. -.- . 

1. Introductions 2:30PM 

2. Discuss purpose and charter of the ERWG 3:OOPM 

3. Discuss Basic Questions and identify the recommended courses of action. 3:30PM 

_ -  
I- .- 

4. Set the  next meeting and adjourn. 4:30PM 

. -- 



PURPOSE: 

Environmental Restoration Working Group 

The purpose of the Environmental Restoration Working Group (ERWG) is to provide 
support and expertise in the area of Environmental Restoration to the  National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Steering Committee with respect to the various and 
sundry aspects involved with Economic Conversion relative to the Rocky Flats Plant 
(RFP). . .. .. .... -. . ....-.-_-....-. .. .. - . ..... - .. .-. . - -  . . -  .--- . .. . -  - . ..__ . - _  _-___..-_ .._..._.._..._._.-_._ 

MEMBERSHIP: 

The ERWG membership consists of personnel representing the various organizations 
involved with the Economic Conversion effort at the RFP frcr, : I l.;*:ironmental 
Restoration aspect. 

These organizations are as follows: 

Department of Energy, Rocky Flats Office/Environmental Restoration 
(DOE, RFO/ER) 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Colorado Department of Health (CDH) 

Edgerton, Germeshausen and Greir Rocky Flats, Inc. (EG&G RFI) 

Manufacturing Sciences Corporation/British Nuclear Fuels; Inc. (MSC/BNFI) 

- -  RES PONSI BJLITIES: .- - 
Identify the boundries of the involvement of the regulatory bodies in the Economic 
Conversion process at the RFP. 

Identify the  proper standards for and the appropriate levels of clean-up in order to allow 
the Economic Conversion process to proceed in an efficient manner at the RFP. 

Provide professional consulting and recommended courses of action to the NCPP 
Steering Committee with respect to Environmental Restoration issues related to the 
Economic Conversion of RFP facilities. 

Complete specific tasks within set time frames as assigned by the NCPP Steering 
Committee. 

.-.. . ... 

DRAFT 



.. ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION WORKING GROUP MEETING 
March 8,1994 

ATTENDEES 

NAME: 
W. Fitch,RFO/ER 
R Hyland, DO-I 
M. Hestmark, EPA 
S. Tarlton, CDH 
M. Colalancia, MSC/BNFLI 
N. Hutchins, EG&G, ERM 
T. DeMass, EG&G, ERM 

PHONE: 
966-40 13 
966-2136 

692-3013 

966-8679 
966-8760 

294-1 134 

694-0700 

FAX: 
966-487 1 
966-487 1 
294-7559 
7 82-4969 
694- 1816 
966-8556 
966-8556 

SYNOPSIS 

Mr. M. Hestmark, in his capacity as the Environmental Restoration Working Group (ERWG) 
liaison to the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Steering Committee, called the ERWG 
meeting, which commenced at 9: 10 AM on March 8,1994, at the EPA’s Region VIII 
Conference Center located at 999 18th St., Denver, CO. The following is a synopsis of this 
meeting. 

Mr. Martin Hesmark opened the meeting and as the first order of business, Dr. W. N. Fitch, 
DOE, was selected as the Chairman of the ERWG. 

Mr. Hestmark, then distributed copies of a list of New Issues, dated 3-2-94, which was 
distributed at the March 2,1994, NCPP Steering Committee Meeting, and a list of 17 issues, @ which had been assigned to the ERWG by the Steering Committee for resolution. (NOTE: This 
list of 17 issues contained the same issues for ERWG resolution that were provided to the 
ERWG representative to the NCPP Working Group at the NCPP WG meeting held on 2-23-94.) 

Next Dr. Fitch distributed copies of the report ’*Interferences Between the Economic 
Development (ED) Building Interim Reuse Cleanup and Operational Activities, and the 
Interagency Agreement (IAG) Remediation Activities” and Environmental Restoration Potential 
Natbnal Conversion Pilot Project Issues, which had been individually reformatted in the Issue 
Resolution Format developed by Mr. G. Francis of EG&G and distributed by Mr. M. Van Der 
Puy at the 3-7-94 NCPP Working Group Meeting. 

The list of New Issues, dated 3-2-94, also titled NCPP Punchlist, contained 56 issues that were 
evaluated by the ERWG for inclusion on their current list of 17 issues. With respect to the 
ERWG’s review of these 56 issues, the following comments apply: 

The ERWG felt that Issue # 29, which concerns the sale of RFP property, should be 
added to their current list of issues. 

The ERWG also felt that Issues # 38 and # 39, which concern themselves with the 
number of buildings to be utilized for Economic Conversion (EC) and the feasibility 
of having Defense Production (DP) and EC interim reuse activities occurring 
simultaneously, were items where the ERWG had an interest and that the ERWG 
should assist the lead working group assigned to resolve these issues (Probably the 
Business Plan Working Group) with their resolution endeavors relative to these two 
issues. 



-2- March 8,1994 e ERWGMeeting The ERWG also was deased to hear of the resolution of Issue # 40, that the MSC 
workers will be consiiered radiation workers. 

Mr. Hesunark next distributed copies of a list of questions that Mr. LeRoy Moore of the Rocky 
Mountain Peace Center submitted to the NCPP Steering Committee for answers. The ERWG 
reviewed each one of Mr. Moore’s questions to determine if the question should be addressed by 
the ERWG. The ERWG felt that none of Mr. Moore’s questions warranted inclusion on the 
ERWG Issues List for resolution. 

The ERWG then reviewed the entire list of Potential NCPP Issues with the following results: 

The ERWG felt that Waste Management Issue # 11, concerning the scrap metal status 
should the Stage III activities not occur, was also an ER Issue, which should be added 
to the ERWG Issue List for response. 

The ERWG discussed ER Issue #15, which concerns the NCPP and the renegotiation 
of the IAG, relative to the cleanup of the EC Buildings. Mr. Hestmark voiced the 
opinion that the cleanup of the EC Buildings is regulated under the Superfund. Dr. 
Fitch, in retrospect, would like to suggest here that - Cleanup of contaminated EC 
Buildings posing a threat to the public and/or the environment are regulated under the 
Superfund; buildings with contamination less than cleanup standards are just surplus 
buildings where good house keeping may be undertaken before they are used in 
Economic Conversion endeavors. 

;. Mr. Hestmark also stated that the NCPP could affect the IAG renegotiation and that 
the process that the ERWG suggests might be added to the new renegotiated IAG. 

The ERWG felt that ER Issue # 17, which addresses public acceptance, was not an 
ERWG Issue for resolution and this issue should be referred back to the NCPP 
Steering Committee for reassignment. 

The Environmental Restoration Potential National Conversion Pilot Project Issues, which had 
been individually reformatted in the Issue Resolution Format, were addressed next. Issues NO. 
1 through No. 8 and No. 11 were discussed and evaluated by the ERWG. A copy of the 
individual write-up for each of these original 17 ERWG Issues as well as the three issues added 
to the ERWG Issue List, is attached. Each of these write-ups includes the added comments 
andor opinions of the ERWG resulting from this meeting. 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 11:15AM with the next ERWG Meeting scheduled 
to take place at 9:OOAM on March 21,1994 at the EPA Region VIII Headquarters in Denver, co. 

w.3 



ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION WORKING GROUP MEETING 

March 21,1994 

ATTENDEES 

NAME: 
W. Fitch, RFOER 
J. Moms,DOE/ER 
R. Hyland, DOUKMI 
M. Hesunark, EPA 
J. Schieffelin, CDH 
E. b y ,  CDH 
M. Coldancia, MSC/BNFLI 
N. Hutchins, EG&G, ERM 

PHONE: 
966-40 13 
966-7198 
966-2136 

692- 3 3 5 6 
966-21 15 
694-0700 
966-8679 

294-1 134 

966-487 1 
966-3679 
966-487 1 
294-7 5 59 
7 82-4969 
966-4482 
694- 18 16 
966-8556 

SYNOPSIS 

Dr. W. Fitch, Chairman of the ERWG, called the meeting to order at 9:lO AM on March 21, 
1994, at the EPA’s Region VlII Conference Center located at 999 18th St., Denver, CO. The 
following is a synopsis of this meeting. 

Dr. Fitch, as the first order of business, asked for any comments relative to the March 8, 1994, 
ERWG Meeting Synopsis. 

It was generally felt by the ERWG membership that the synopsis accurately reflected the gist 
meeting. During the ensuing discussion, it was noted that the most current packet of the ERWG 
Issue Papers did not include a write-up covering Waste Management Issue #11, scrap metal 
status, and Mr. Hestmark commented on Dr. Fitch’s “in retrospect” remark concerning Potential 
NCPP Issues contained in the second bullet on page 2, which concerned ER Issue No. 15. 

Mr. Hyland stated that the issue paper had been inadvemntly omitted and that it would be added 
as ERWG Issue No. 21. 

Mr. Hestmark stated that it was the EPA’s position that any building where there has been a 
release or the threat of a release, then the EPA feels it has jurisdiction. Mr. Hestmark further 
stated that there needs to be a characterization of the buildings through an EPA approved work 
plan and if all looked well after this characterization then they would go through the ROD 
process with a “No Further Action Justification” recommendation. 

Dr. Fitch mentioned that Draft TM-1 for the OU-15 Ph. I, RFYRI identifies that the buildings are 
relatively clean inside. 

Mr. Hesunark stated that Superfund sites are defined by release. You must show that 
contamination has not been introduced or is likely to be present from the historical record before 
you can exclude an area and the OU-15 data is a step in that direction. 

Mr. Schieffelin identified that a decision tree would be needed for OU-15’s RCRA permitted 
areas and he concurred with Mr. Hestmark that radiation could possibly be deferred. 

e 
. .  

~ 

@ Dr. Fitch next requested Mr. Colalancia comment on the Interference Report- 



-2- March 21,1994 

ERWGMeeting Mr. Coldancia stated that he had not ComDleted his review of the report but from what he had 
read so far he thought that the report was progressive. 

Mr. Colalancia stated that he had not completed his review of the report but from what he had 
read SO far he thought that the report was progressive. Mr. Colalancia also stated that he did not 
foresee any major interference problems. However, there may be some unknowns with respect 
to OU-9, OPWLs. He identified that MSC would need the foundry facility in Building 444 and a 
yacuum induction furnace in Building 447 and their associated support spaces, and that the south 
loading dock would be needed to support material transfer for foundry usage. Mr. Coldancia 
went on to further state that MSC would also require major portions of Buildings 865 and 883. 
Mr. Colalancia stated that the Business Plan will fully define ail the equipment needs 

Mr. Hestmark asked Mr. Colalancia when he would be able to supply more detailed information 
concerning and went on to state that the Tanks in Building 883 were not RCRA compliant but 
that they could possibly used for cleanup purposes with some modifications, and/or 
administrative controls in place. 

Mr. Colalancia stated that he would be able to supply skeletal information on April 8, 1994. 

Mr. Hyland requested that the support building requirements, i.e., emergency diesel generator 
and fan plenum buildings, also be identified. 

Mr. Hestmark stated that he had not yet completed his review of the Interference Report and that 
when he had done so he would provide his comments to DOE. 

Mr. Morris stated that it was the presently intended to sign the Cooperative: Agreement on March 
25, 1994, while Secretary of Energy was visiting the RFP site. 

Dr. Fitch next directed the ERWG efforts toward the ERWG Issue Papers. ERWG Issue NOS. 1 
thru. 12 were reviewed by the ERWG with the remaining issues, Nos. 13 through 21, being 
deferxed until &!!z next ERWG Meeting. The comments concerning the issues reviewed have 
been addressed on the issue sheets themselves and are not repeated in this synopsis with the 
exception of  Issue No. 1. 

Dr. Fitch and Mr. Coldancia provided status with respect to the four Issue, No. 1 bullet items as 
follows: 

There is some concern within DOE with respect to the release of the Draft Cleanup Criteria, 
aka. Table 2, solely by ER. Table 2 has been sent to DOE RFOESH for review and 
comment, and that it is intended to formally send Table 2 along with the Interference Report 
EG&G for review and comment after some internal questiondconcerns have been addressed. 

Work is currently in progress by Mr. J. Majestic of EG&G Transition Management to 
identify orders, procedures, policies, etc. in support of the IAG re-negotiations. Since there 
will be a great deal of overlap and redundancy between these NCPP and the IAG support 
actions, ER will need to work with TM to ensure compatibility. 

The present NCPP Building Preliminary Contaminate Characterization, aka. Table 1, is 
complete and until such time as the NCPP Stage I1 detailed individual, in-building 
contaminate characterizations are conducted, this and the OU-15 sampling will provide the 
best information. 



Some preliminary work has been accomplished relative to the NCPP EC Building 
contamination characterization work plans. As it is presently understood the Cooperative 
Agreement will have to be signed before MSC and BNFLJ can proceed. Additionally, there 
appears to be a FOCI issue, which requires resolution. 

0 
The next ERWG Meeting was set for 9:OO AM, March 28,1994, at the EPA and the meeting was 
adjourned. 



April 5, 1994 

To: M. Hestmark (EPA) FAX: 303-294-7559 Phone: 303-294-1 134 
S. Tarlton (CDH) 303-782-4969 303-692-3013 
J. Schieffelin (CDH) 303-782-4969 303-692-3356 
E. Kray (CDH) 303-966-4482* 303-966-2 1 15 
M. Colalancia (BNFLI) 303-694- 18 16 303-694-0700 
N. Hutchins (EG&G) 303-966-8556 303-966-8679 

*NOTE: CDH at RFP can not receive broadcast FAXs, hand deliver or call first. 

From: R. Hyland (RFOER) FAX: 303-966-487 1 Phone: 303-966-2136 

Total Pages: 28 including the cover sheet 

Message 

The ERWG Meeting will be held at 9:oO AM, April 7, 1994, at the EPA Conference Center. A 
copy of  the Meeting Agenda and the March 21,1994, Meeting Synopsis are forwarded for your 
information and action as required. 

The intent of this meeting is to bring to closure the 21 ERWG Issues that have been previously 
placed before it and to evaluate the three newly added ERWG Issues for their applicability for 
consideration by the ERWG. The most current draft versions of these previously identified 21 
ERWG Issue Papers and of the three new ERWGI h u e s  are also forwarded for your review and 
comment or concurrence. 

A11 of the ERWG Issue Papers have been revised (hopefully) to reflect the recent signing of the 
Cooperative Agreement and the DOEmFO memo agreeing to utilize a modified or special 
IWIRA for the NCPP undertaking. Also ERWC; Issues Numbers 3,5 and 6 have been revised 
considerably, please pay particular attencion to these write-ups. 

Please come to the April 7th ERWG Meeting prepared to discuss these previously identified 21 
ERWG Issues such that we  can either close these issues ouuight or come to a mutual agreement 
on what it will take to reach closure on these issues. Also please review the newly added ERWG 
Issue Numbers 22 thru. 24 for their applicability as ERWG candidates and, if possible, their 
closure, since they appear to be closely related to some of the previously ioentfied 21 ERWG 
Issues. 

AS has been previously stated with respect to the previously identified 21 ERWG Issues: 

Issue Nos. I thru. 13 and 17 have been discussed in some detail at previous ERWG 
Meetings. The issue paper recommendations associated with each of these issues 
hopefully have captured the communal opinion of the ERWG. Therefore, p l e s e  review 
these issues with the intent of getting them off of the ERWG plate now. 

Issue Nos. 14 thru. 16 and 18 thru. 21 have not been discussed in any great amount of 
detail at previous ERWG Meetings; however, the recommendations presented in these 
issue papers are based upon the recornmendations for other ERWG Issues where similar 
issue relationships exist. 

/ 

If you have any questions, please contact me through the above telephone number. 

As always. thank you for your support. 

' ,, 



ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMXITEE MEETING 
APRIL 18,1994 

NAME: PHONE: FAX: 
W. Fitch, RFOER 
J. Moms, RFOED 
M. Hesunark, EPA 
S. Tarlton, CDH 
J. Schieffeh, CDH 
M. Colalancia, MSC/BNFLI 
N. Hutchins, EG&G/ERM 

966-4013 
966-7 198 
294- 1 134 
692-3013 
692-3356 
694-0700 
966-8679 

966-487 1 
966-3679 
294-7559 
7 82-4969 
782-4969 
694- 1 8 16 
966-8556 

SYNOPSIS 

Dr. W. Fitch, Chairman of the ERSC, called the meeting to order at 9:OO AM on April 18, 
1994, at the EPA’s Region VIII Conference Center located at 999 18th St., Denver, CO. 
The following is a synopsis of the meeting. 

Mr. Hestmark, on Issue #1, requested the information relating to cleanup criteria be 
provided to EPA and CDH. He stated, to the general agreement of those present, that this 
is the only “show-stoppei’ among the subcommittee’s list of issues to address, and that 
EPA and CDH must be integral players in determining these criteria. (This information 
will be provided to EPA and CDH at the next ERSC meeting.) 

On Issue #3, it was agreed that this question is different than the costhenefit analysis 
described in the Cooperative Agreement. Issue #3 will not affect the NCPP itself, but the 
analysis the issue rakes should be done if and when the NCPP completes Stage III. 

:1 e 
w ” - .  I 

..- Mr. Tarlton, on Issue #5, stated that a possible delay between Stages II and I1 due to 
permitting requirements must still be worked. 

Dr. Fitch, on Issue #6, said that he would get to Mr. Hestmark the letter written by the 
RFO Manger regarding the IMIIRA. 

On Issue #lo, it was noted that Colorado law considers any transfer of property a lease 
and would require CERFA process to hand over building operations to MSC. It was also 
noted that Secretary of Energy O’Leary has authority under the 1994 Defense 
Authorization Act to release property for the purpose of accelerating economic 
development activities. Question: Is the term “lease” as used by the NCPP incorrect? 

Mr. Hestmark said that he would rewrite Issues #10 and #16. 

Dr. Fitch, on Issue #20, stated that characterizing a building still in defense production 
will be difficult. He had heard that Building 865 was still producing beryllium parts, but 
that needs to be confirmed. 

Mr. Hestmark, on Issue #22, stated that he will edit the current draft 

Mr. Tarlton, on Issue #23, stated that the Waste Management Subcommittee had already 
answered it, and it would be taken off the ERSC list. 

The next ERSC meeting was to be scheduled as soon as possible, and the meeting was 
adjourned. 

- 



INFORMAL MEETING INVOLVING POTENTIAL CLEANUP STANDARDS 
April 22,1994 

ATTENDEES 

NAME: m2m: FAX: 
W. Fitch, RFOER 966-40 13 966-487 1 
J. Moms,DOE/ER 966-7198 966-3679 

M. Hestmark, EPA 294- 1 134 294-7559 
M. Colalancia, MSC/BNFLI 694-0700/966-6258 694- 181619664587 

R. Hyland, DOE/RTG 966-2136 966487 1 

SYNOPSIS 

As a follow-on to the April 18, 1994, ERWG Meeting, an informal get-together Fw -tween 
DOE/RFO and MSC/BNFLI personnel and Mr. Martin Hestmark of the EP.4 occurred at 
11:OO AM on April 22,1994, at the EPA’s Region VIH Eagle Room loc3wd c: 999 18th St-, 
Denver, CO. The purpose of this get-together was to further discuss the NCP? Economic 
Conversion Building Stage I1 characterization and cleanup activities and t k  standards to which 
these buildings would be cleaned up. The following is a brief synopsis c,i this informal get 
together. 

A revised Table 2, “Potential NCPP Economic Development Inside Building Interim Reuse 
Cleanup Standards,” was distributed. This revised table, for the most part, utilizes ( O S H M C )  
occupational/ radiation worker levels and restricts itself to inside of the building efforts. 

Additionally, copies of the 24 ERWG Issue Papers, containing the revisions discussed at the 4- 
18-94 ERWG Meeting, were presented to Mr. Hestmark for his review and comment at a later 
time. 

The format of this inforrnd get-together was not set by any agenda and a group discussion 
resulted. This discussion primarily centered itself around how these OSHA/NRC standards 
would protect the environment and personnel. 

Mr. Hestmark expressed a concern that the OSHA standards are for airborne contamination only 
and that the only surface contamination values in the revised table were for radiological 
particulates and Be. Mr. Hestmark further questioned the Be standard. 

Mr. Colalancia provided a brief explanation of ways that his company has performed similar 
cleanup activities at other sites utilizing the OSHAINRC criteria and stated that the Be standard 
used represents a commonly accepted industry standard, since there are no regulatory standards 
relative to Be as a surface contaminant. 

During the discussion, it was brought out that by monitoring for the airborne contaminates of 
concern (COCs) during both the cleanup and the operational stages steps to prevent andor  limit 
COCs will be implemented and if the COC levels are observed to be increasing, then additional 
steps will be initiated to determine the cause and the associated corrective measures. The 
standard cornmercidhndustrial practice of “Good Housekeeping” will be the primary means of 
ensuring that acceptable airborne levels are achieved. Additional measures, i.e., personal 
respiratory protecGon, tenting, etc., will be used when required. 

Mr. Hesunark questioned the potentid for cross contamination. 
__+ 



Mr. Colalancia stated that banierdcoverings could be used and that certain 
institutiondadministrative controls could be instituted. However, each situation is unique and 
that there are no completely generic solutions to the overall problem of cross contamination. 

The informal discussion conchded at roughly noon. 

( 

- _  



MEETING BETWEEN BNFLI, DOE, CDH AND EPA PERSONNEL TO DXSCUSS 
POTENTIAL CLEANUP STANDARDS AND THE NCPP M R A  PROCESS 

May 11,1994 

ATTENDEES 

’0 
NAME: 
J. Morris, DOEKED 966-7 198 966-3679 
R Hyland, DOEJRTG ’ 966-2136 966-487 1 
M. Hestmark, EPA 294- 1 134 294-7 5 59 
S. Tarlton, CDH 692-3013 782-4969 
E. Kray, CDH 966-2 1 15 966-5449 
M. Colalancia, MSC/BNFLI 694-0700/966-6258 694- 18 16/966-4587 

SYNOPSIS 

At the request of MSCBNFLI personnel from the EPA, CDH and DOE/RFFO met to discuss the 
NCPP Economic Conversion Building Stage II characterization and cleanup activities utilizing 
the NCPP IM/IRA Process and the standards by which these buildings would be cleaned up. 
The following is a brief synopsis of this meeting which occurred at 1:30 PM on May 11,1994, 
at the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative Headquarters (RFLII) located at 5460 Ward Rd., 
Suite 205, Arvada, CO. 

Copies of revised Table 2, “Draft Potential NCPP Economic Development Inside BuiIding 
Interim Reuse OccupationaURadiation Worker Based Cleanup Standards,” NCPP IM/IRA 
Proposed Plan, Draft A and Reg. Guide 1.86 were distributed to the attendees. 

Since the meeting was calIed at the request of Mr. Colalancia, he opened the discussion by 
asking if anyone at the meeting had any problem with the information contained in Table 2. 

Mr. Hestmark responded that he had not had time to fully review the document. Howerer, he 
considered the real issue in front of the meeting participants and the NCPP as a whole is ?O 
decide what cleanup is going to be accomplished and how this will be done. 

A rather forthright and candid discussion between the meeting participants relative to the cleanup 
standards and the IM/IRA approach ensued, which yielded the following: 

however, additional testing may need to be accomplished in order to determine their 
effectiveness andor  to evaluate technology. 

In this vein, the NCPP IMAM does not need to achieve ARARs, alternatives may not need 
to be identified nor will it necessitate that a risk assessment be performed. 

The IM/I€ZA for the NCPP Stage I1 efforts needs to be prepared with the purpose in mind 
that, at the culmination of these IM/IRA efforts, sufficient information exists from which an 
Environmental Baseline, to differentiate cIeanup responsibilities between the DOE and the 
private operator, can be defined; that the EPA can concur with the leasing of the NCPP facilities, 
and that the CaDabilitv exists to identify what contamination exists now and at the end of Stage I1 

The standards identified in Table 2 may, in fact, be the applicable and appropriate ones; 

so that the eff&tiven&s of the cleanup technologies used during the cleanup effort can he 
evaluated. 

I .  ..-- ‘.. 



Mr. Moms asked an additional question relative to the applicability of CERCLA and/or the Hall 
Amendment to the lease process for the NCPP facilities. 

Mr. Hestmark responded that Colorado statute defines a lease as a transfer of property and that 
EPA considers both CERCLA and the Hall Amendment applicable to the NCPP. 

The meeting concluded at 3:OO PM. 
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National Conversion Pilot Project 
Business Plan Working Group 

Meeting Minutes 
September 23, 1993 

GROUP MEMBERS: 

Alan Liby 
Dennis Floyd 
Bob Reece 
Tony Tome 
John Mullins 

hlSC-Oak Ridge 615481-0455 615-481-3142 (fa) 
MS C-Denver 303-237-8576 303-233-2993 (fax) 
DOE-RFO 303-956-6728 303-966-5857 (fax) 
EGBG 303-966-4072 303-966-4589 (fa) 
GOV'S O f f j ~ ~  of ED 303-892-3842 303-892-3539 (fu) 

6 INTERIM CHAIR: 

Mark Haupt MSC @NFL Inc.) 303-694-0700 303-694-1816 (fax) 

SUBJECT: 

NCPP Business Plan WorkinS Group (BP'PI'G) September 23, 1993 Meeting Minutes 

The above group (minus Dennis Floyd) met via phone on Thursday, September 23, 1993. The group 
&iscussed MSC Business Plan issues relating to Phase 1 of the NCPP and identified the following quesrjons xo 
e resolved before or during P h v e  1: 

t 
QI: 
AI: 

Q2: 

A2: 

43: 
A3: 

w: 
A4: 

Q5: 
A5: 

, *Q6: A6: 
I ;  '-2 

Q7: 
A7 

C71L-V 

What materials at Rocky Flaci will be needed by MSC for its recycling operations? 
Alan WZX provide o lisr of muxerial n p x  IO Bob and TOT ar nar Weanesday's NCPP Sreen'ng 
Comnrinee meeRng. (BPWG Acn'on Irem I - Alan - Seprember 29, 1993) 

What quantities of rhese materials exist at Rocky Fiats for MSC use md when will they become 
avail ab 1 e? 
Afier review of Alan 's lisr of marerial gpes is prolided, Bob and Tony w i l l  provide Rock31 Flats 
available quannries and asailnbiiin'es. (BPU'G Acrion lrem 2 - Bob md Toqf - ?) 

What are the operaring costs (utilities, services, erc.) for facilities at Rocky Flats? 
7his infonnnn'on \dl be proiiaed be Bob and Tom!, upon Alan's reperr, for inclusion in ;he Phase I 
Busincss Plan. 

HOW long can h?SC sustain business with materials available at Rocky Flau? Beyond Rocky Flats? 
To be addressed in P h c  I Business Plan. 

What is h e  projected market for materials recycled at Rocky Flats? 
T i c  projecfed nlarkr for  SIC conraincts is rmhmn or shis nmc. Designs for lhese conminers r"m' 
no1 be available for a few Fears. Only qualified Suesses could be made during Phase 1. Other 
m r k r s  IO be addressed in Pilase I Busincss Plan. 

How and when will hlSC impon.materiats from orher facili;ies for recycling? 
TO be adn'rcssed in Piffisc I Business Plan. 

How and uhen will hlSC address public information management? 
To be addressed in P k s c  1 Business Plan. 

. 



\'hen uti11 a Drafi (outiine) Business Plan be available for rwiew? 
~ I a n  mill prokidc a Business Plan ourlinc or n a  Wcdneadq 's NCPP Srecring Cummirrer meeting. 
PPWG Acrion Irem 3 - Alan fi& - Scp!cmbcr 29, 1993) 

Will the Business Plan inciude a variance analysis and alternaLives study? 
To be addressed in Phase 1 Business Plan. 

1 

09: 
~ 9 :  

The Group agreed that Dennis Floyd should be the Group chairperson upon his return. 

The following summarks  the Group's near-term Acrion Items and longer-term Phase I issues: 

NCPP Business Plan Working Group Action Ifems: 

1. Alan to provide a list of MSC material types to Bob and Tony at next Wednesdq.'s NCPP Steering 
Committee meeting. (Alan - September 29, 1993) 

2. After Alan's list of material types is provided, Bob and Tony to provide Rocky Fiats available 
quantities and availabilities. @ob and Tony - ?) 

Alan to provide a Business Plan outline at next Wednesday's NCPP Steering Cornminee meerinz. 
(Alan - September 29, 1993) 

3. 

NCPP Steering Committee Punch List Items: 

Phase 1 Business Plan to identi3 and/or address the folloa*ing: 

1. Operating cost analysis (utiIiries, services, etc.) for facilities ai R o c 9  FIats. 

2. Time period hGC can susuin business with marerials available only at Rocky Flas and lare: n.jh 

materials from other facilities. 

Projected marker for mareriais recycled at RocQ Flats. 3. 

4 .  Concerns r e p d i n g  impofi of  miteriais from other faciiiries for recycling. 

5. Public ourreach program. 

6. Variance analysis and alternatives study. 



, 

- .. 

Attendees: 

Rick Wilson 

Bob Reece 

John Morris 

Tony Tome 

MINUTES 

SUBCOMMITTEE 
March 28,  1994 

BUSINESS PLAN 

Colorado Office of Business Development 

DOE/RFO 

EGbG 

Dennis Floyd MSC 

1. 

2. 

3 .  

4 .  

5. 

The meeting was held at 2 - 0 0  E% in T-124-A. Issues were assigned 
and are listed on the attached summary, the following additional 
notes were made: 

Bob Reece requested a copy of the notes from the waste 
cont&iner standardization rneeeng attended by Carl 
Edstrom of MSC on m c h  24-25 In S a l t  Lake city. 

BP subcommittee w i l l  be interested in the response to 
issues 2, 12 of the H&S working group. 

John Morris to get help from Steve Schieswnld (Sp?) for 
BP items 9-11. 

. ._ 
Rick Wilson w i l l  see of the State i s  willing to act as 
the independent body f o r  the cost/benefit analysis. 

Proposed response to issues w i l l  be provided to 3P 
members I week before due, 

The next meeting w i l l  be held at 2 : O O  PM in CR 67 of T-124 A on 
Monday, April 2 5 ,  1994. 

Meeting adjourned @ 3:30 PI¶. 

DRF 
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0 1.0 Introduction 
I 

This section contains the deliverables for the second part of work task assignment 
Reference Number W B S  11 1 as defined in the NCPP Stage I Work Plan. 

1.1 Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) (see Appendix A). 

1.2 BudgetKOst Report (see Appendix B). 

1.3 Sample Weekly Performance Report (see Appendix C). 

2.0 Purpose 

2.1 The purpose of this report is to document the method that was used to accomplish the Stage 
I work scope. Appendix A is a copy of the actual NCPP Stage I Work Plan and associated 
work breakdown structure that was followed to do the work. Appendix B is a copy of the 
budget and actual cost numbers. This allows one to see how the actual cost compares to the 
budget cost. The Sample Weekly Performance Report shown in Appendix C shows how the 
project performance was monitored in the final weeks of Stage I. These documents were 
key to getting the project completed on time and under budget. 

NCPP - Stag~ I 
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Manuiacturins Sciences Corporation National Convcaion Pilot Project 

3.0 Description of Work . 3.1 Historic Building Roles 

3.1.1 Building 565 

Building 865 has been primarily used for materials and process development operations. 
Operational capacities included rnetai rolling, shearing, forging, sxtmding, swaging, pressing, 
- a5nding, heat treating, vacuum-induction cas&: and vacuum-arc casting The metais that were 
worked in the building were depleted uruUum, various alloys of depleted uranium, tool s e d ,  
stainIess steel and aluminum. Beryllium and other metals were occasionally worked in the 
building. Other less common metals such as titanium, silver, niobium, tantalum, gold Iridium, 
platinum and tungslen were processed a s  required. No plutonium or enriched uranium were 
processed in the facility. 

The building functllon continues 10 be supported by a number of ancillary facilities. Buiiding 527 
provides emergency electrical power, buiiaing 863 provides power for the extmsion press, building 
566 houses liquid effluent srorage faciiiues ana buildings 567 md 568 house exhaust fans and 
frlters/plenums. 

3.1.2 Building 583 

Building 853 was used primarily for manufacturing metallurgical operations. Operational 
capabilities inciudea rolling, shexing, forging, pressing, welding, heat treating, cleming ana 
weighing. hspec.Jon. testing, shippin2 and receiving also took place in building 853. The rnexds 
worked were primarily depleted uranium. an a!loy of uranium and niobium, starnless steel and 
aluminum. Beryilium and odrer metals were, on occasion, worked in building 583. No phtoniUm 

e 
was processed in the faciliry. 

Building 827 (emergency generator) also suppom building 5 52. 

3.1.3 Buildings 4441447 

Buildings 4441447 (and supporting buildings) were used for general metal fabricarion and inciuded 
a beryllium founairy and associated beryiiium fabrication faciliues, precision machine shops, tool 
engineering, production conuoi ana non desmctive tesring. Tne 444/437 complex was capable of 
arc melting, induction casting, heat treating, electrochemical milling, precision mac-g,, too1 
,orinding, ji,o and fi.unrre r n h g ,  carbon mold machining, plating, c i e b g  and assembling. 
Materials processed incIuded depleted uranium, depleted uranium alloys, beryllium, aluminum, 
tool sreels, special stainless steels and gaphite. No pluronium or enriched uranium were processed 
in the facility. Budding 445 is a one-room carbon storage building, building 417 c o n t d  a 
laboratory, a beryilium heat treating and ;1 uanium casting =ea and building U3 is a one- 
room storage, shipping and receiving facility. e 

YCPP - Staqe I 



National Canversion Pilot Project >ia.~uf;lcturrnp Sciences C~rporsion 

The laboratory-office area contains administrative offices, a maintenance shop and a 
metallographic laboratory. 

3.3.2 Building 883 

The plan of  buillding 853 is shown in Figures ?-?a, b and c. The central area of the building houses 
electrical generaiors and power panels for the metal processing equipment housed either side in the 
A and B sides of the building. The A side contains a rolling mill. lathes, presses and furnaces. The 
B side houses mills, a press, and some minor metal processing equipment. The B side also 
includes a uranilm storage area and several small rooms. The basement houses small items of 
equipment and a. number of  effluent handling vessels. 

2.3.3 Building 4441447 

The 444/447 complex plan is shown in Figures 3--!a and b. The first floor area of 4-44 incorporates 
a carbon machining room, tool ginding, beryllium casting furnaces. vacuum coating: beryllium 
machming, heat treating, machining and non-destructive testing X-ray. Room 10 1 contains 
machining equipment and precision testing and measuring equipment. The mezzanine has 
beryllium casting and electroplating facilities. The basement houses filter plenums. the building 
shop vacuum system and maintenance and utility workrooms. Later additions to building 444 
house radiography equipment rooms, and precision shop and tool inspection facilities. Building 
447 is a tri-level building containing laboratory areas. a beryilium heat treating room. a glovebox 
for beryllium. a casting furnace, a chip roaster, air supply and filtration equipment and a fluidised 
bed incinerator. Building 445 is a storage building for raw carbon material and carbon parrs. 
Building 445 is used for storage. shipping and receiving. 

3.4 Building Management 

The three building areas described above are currently managed on behalf of DOE by the Rocky 
Flats M&O conuactor. EG & G. In Stage I of the NCPP, ail on-plant work (Le. suweys for 
characterization) will be carried out and supervised by personnel employed by the M&O 
contractor. 
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Figure 3-2 
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Figure 3-3 b 
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Manufacturing Sciencs  Corporxion National Conversion Pilot Project . .  

2.5 Current Condition of Buildings 

3 5 . 1  Building 865 

Formal operations in 865 eventually ceased in September 1993 with the building subsequently 
used for minor operations involving beryllium. Since that time, the building has been subjected to 
some clean out with gross uranium contamination removed. However, because there has been no 
formal decontamination, some uranium contamination still exists. Beryllium contamination in the 
form of pieces and powder remains in 865. The building continues to be monitored for 
radiological and toxic contamination on a regular basis both by smear and air sampling. Tne 
results from these samples are monitored by the current owner with decontamination or isolation 
carried out as necessary. Limited sampling information for 565 is available from the current 
owners. 

One of the Stage I activities is to qualitatively assess the contamination levels in the building 
(ascertain building condition), determine cieanup standards. and formulate a cleanup plan for Stage 
11. Using the currently available sampie data, radiological contamination is generally shown to be 
<250 cpm a and 4 0 0  cpm ply,  though there are some smail areas of higher contamination 
throughout the process area. Beryllium contamination is largely below action level for 
decontamination but there are spots identified which will require decontamination. It should be 
noted that both radiological and toxic contaminaxion analyses are incomplete though there are 
plans by the current owner of building 565 to complete a sampling program. As part of the 
preparatory work for Stage I. available survey results will be obtained and examined. The results 
will be used to formulate a cleanup plan in Stage I. Prior ;o Stage i starting, attempts were made ro 
obtain comprehensive existing documentation from the current ovmer to assisr in the 
characterization of the building. 

0 
3.5.2 Building 883 

Some limited depleted uranium operations in buiiding 883 are continuing. As a result, the building 
continues to be routinely monitored for radiological contamination by the M & 0 contractor. 
Areas of significant potential contamination are known to exis[. for exampie within the pits 
beneath the rolling mills. 

The current plant operator has recently surveyed the building for contarnination levels both 
radiologically and for beryllium. The results of this survey are intended to be available to MSC 
prior to Stage I completion. Beryllium surveying was discontinued in building 883 a few years ago 
due to the minimal operations involving beryllium in the building at that time and the lack of 
contamination found during survej/ing. -4s part of the preparatory work for Stage 1. avaiiable 
survey results will be obtained and examined. The results. when complete. will be used to 
formulate a cleanup plan in Stage I. Prior to Stage I starting, attempts were made to obtain 
comprehensive existing documentation from the current owner to assist in the characterization of 
the building. 
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All work associated with Stage I of the project in buildings 565,883 and 4441447 will be carried - 

out under the existing industrial safety rules and regulations that apply at the Rocky Flats Plant. 
All work, with the exception of facility and equipment inspections, in Stage I Will be carried out by 
existing RFP personnel and as a consequence will remain under hi1 EG&G control. 

3.10 Adjacent Buildings 

Practicai Stage I work consists solely of the potential m e r  characterization of buildings 865,583 
and 4441447, There is no additional impact from Stage I work upon adjacent buildings than 
currently exists. 

3.11 Safety Category 

On-plant work covered under Stage I of the NCPP is codined to the characterization of buildinss 
865, 883 and 444/447. Ths  will involve sampiing and anaiysis of contaminants from the buildings 
which, as it is an operation currently taking place in buildings 565, 853 and 444/447, is unlikely to 
affect the current safety categorization of the buildings. Plant inspections, likewise, will not affect 
safety since they will ail take place under existing operator's rules and regulations. 

3.12 Objectives e The objectives of Stage I for the NCPP are as follows: 

To qualitatively characterize buildings 565, 583 and 4441447 
To conduct a preliminary requirements assessment for facilities and equipment 
To define a cleanup plan for buildings 865, 883 and 444447 
To develop a staffing and training plan for workers involved in subsequent stages 
To resolve the approach to Stage I1 
To formulate and agree a baseline business plan for subsequent stages 

3.13 Conclusions 

Stage I of the NCPP is fundamental in preparing the route for the implementation of Stage I1 
(facility cleanup) and Stage 111 (recycling operations). In order to recommence operations in 
buiidings 565, 583 and 444/447 the buildings require refurbishment and cleaning during Stage 11. 
This Work Plan covers the work proposed for Stage I for buildings 565, 583 and 4441447 which 
includes planning and determination of the feasibility for Stages I1 and 111. This Work Plan 
concludes that there is a requirement for Stage I for buildings 565, 553 and 444/447 so that the 
NCPP can, as a whole, proceed to Stage 11. 
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4.0 Project 1Management Plan 

The Project Management Plan is equivalent to a Statement of Work. For a Cooperative Assistance 
Agreement however, the term Project Management Plan is used. This Project Management Plan 
was developed by the Department of Energy, stakeholders, regulators and other project 
Darticipants. It is divided into three sections, Project Administration, Stage I1 Work Plan 

\ . a . -' 

iILWFk), and Other Deliverables. 

1.1 PROJECT ADMINISTIUTION 

1.1.1 NCPP Committees and Project Management Activities 

1.1.1.1 Bring the principal project contributors together so all can agree on their roles in the project. 
Principal project contributors should include officials from the DOE, as proprietor of the 
Rocky Flats Plant; MSC and its subcontractor BNFL Inc. (and other subcontractors, as 
appropriate), as project operator; EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. and Wackenhut Services, Inc. as 
management and operation contractors; the EPA; the CDH: the Governor's Office of 
Economic Development; the Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative; the Citizens Advisory 
Board; and other appropriate Stakeholders. NCPP Committees supported by this Agreement 
include: 

NCPP Steering Committee 
NCPP Sounding Board 
Environmental Restoration Subcommittee 
Waste Management Subcommittee 
Human Resources Subcommittee 
Site Support Services Subcommittee 
Public Outreach Subcommittee 
Business Plan Subcommittee 

1. I .  1.2 Provide management and control of the Stage I Work Plan including: 

Daily management of the technical work 
Correspondence generation 
DOE-MSC interface and coordination 
Overall technical, cost and schedule responsibility 

1.1.2 Pre-Stage I1 Issues Resolution 

Resolve all Pre-S tage I1 issues with DOE, regulators, and S takehoiders. 

1. 
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protection 
Sequence and timing of activities (schedule) 
Analysis of radiological conditions 
Identification of electrical, c hemicai, toxicological, physical, environmental, and other 

Identification of a Quality Assurance Program Plan 
safety hazards 

12-22 

1.2.3.3 

1.2.3 

1.2.;. 1 

1.2.3.2 

1.2.3.4 

1.2.3.5 

1.2.4 

1.2.4.1 

1.2.4.2. 

1.2.4.3 

1.2.4.4 

1.2.4.5 

MSC will work with DOE and regulators to establish criteria which shall constitute the 
IMAM (CERCLA) proposed action. 

MSC will implement and complete activities outlined in the Stage I Characterization Work 
Plan. It is assumed that the current M&O contractor's Radiation Control Technologists will 
perform any additional surveys, as necessary. 

Operational Assessments 

Perform facility and equipment operational assessments by: 

Interviewing operating and maintenance personnel. 

Conducting physical inspections and identifying deficiencies of systems important to safety. 

Reviewing mainrenance logs, deficiency reports and repair records. 

Estimating repair and maintenance costs. 

Identifying steps required to prepare for operations. 

Faciiity Cleanup Plan 

In the Facility Cleanup Plan. MSC will: 

Identify cleanup technologies to be used. 

Identify secondary waste streams resulting from cleanup technologies selected. 

Estimate other quantities and types of wastehecycle material generated. 

Identify waste storage strategies. 

Identify methods of disposal for hazardous chemicals in the facilities. 

Estimate costs and schedules for each building. 
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1.3.3.2 

1.3.3.3 

1.3.3.4 

1.3.3.5 

1.3.4 

1.3.4.1 

1.3.4.2 

1.3.4.3 

1.3.4.4 

1.3.5 

1.3.5.1 

1.3.5.3 

1.3.5.3 

1.3.5.4 

1.3.5.5 

1.3.5.6 

, 1.3.5.8 

Appropriate direct regulatory linkages which should be established in Sta, -e I1 between MSC 
and the regulatory groups. 

Regulatory groups affected. 

Strategy for establishing the linkages, including required agreement documents. 

Proposed time frames for establishing the linkages. 

Training Plan 

MSC will submit, for DOE concurrence, a plan for training its employees, including 
displaced Rocky FIats Plant workers, at least two working weeks prior to the end of Stage I. 
In the Training Plan, MSC will: 

Develop applicable cunicula to meet regulatory requirements. 

Provide a tentative training schedule. 

List general and position-specific training needs. 

Compile Training Plan elements. 

Staffing Plan 

Develop a Staffing Plan and submit to DOE at least 2 working weeks p ior  to the end o f  
Stage I. MSC will: 

Create an organizational structure. 

Define human resource issues such as wages, benefits, etc. 

Determine job types, quantities and qualifications. 

Compile staffing plan elements. 

Identifjl appropriate and appiicable laws and regulations and delineate Human Resources 
management policies. 

Discuss hiring strategy, (e.g., how to attract RFP workers (Affimative Action for the Rocky 
Flats Plant, WP)). 

Discuss how to remain competitive. 

Demonstrate compliance with legal requirements. 
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1.3.8 Final Technical Report e 
Prepare and submit a Find Teciurical Report for Stage I in accordance With Article 16 of the 
Cooperative Assistance Agreement, Project Information (Reporting Requirements) which 
includes a summary of work completed during Stage I of the project and resolution of  ail pre- 
Stage I1 issues with DOE, regulators and Stakeholders. 

' *  . -1 
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1.2.2.1.8 Identification of Safety Hazards 
1.2.2.1.9 

Establish Criteria For I M A M  Action 
Identification of Quality Assurance Program Plan 0 1.2.2.2 

1.2.2.3 Implement Stage I Characterization Work Plan 

1.2.3 Operational Assessments 
1.2.3.1 
1.2.3.2 Physical Inspections 
1.2.3.3 
1.2.3.4 
1.2.3.5 

Interview Operation and Maintenance Personnel 

Review Maintenance Logs and Reports - 
Establish Repair and Maintenance Costs 
Identify Steps To Prepare For Operations 

1.2.4 Facility Cleanup Plan 
1.2.4.1 Identify Cleanup Technologies 
1.2.4.2 Identify Secondary Waste Streams 
1.2.4.3 Estimate Wasre and Recycle Types and Quantities 
1.2.4.4 Identify Waste Storage Strategies 
1.2.4.5 Identify Methods of Hazardous Waste Disposal 
1.2.4.6 Estimate Costs and Schedules for each Building 
1 24.7 IdentifylEliminate ApplicabIe/redundmt Requirements 
1.2.4.8 Demonstrate Compliance with Applicable Laws 
1.2.4.9 Provide Health and Environment Procedures 
1.2.3.10 Identify Standards for Cleanup 
1.2.4.1 1 Create Decision Tree for Cleanup Activities 
1.2.4.12 Provide Quality Assurance Program Plan 

1.2.5 Permitting 

1.3 Other Deliverabies 

1.3.1 Waste Management Plan 

1.3.2 Stage I1 and I11 NEPA Evaluations 

1.3.3 Regulatory Oversight Pian 
1.3.3.1 Agree Upon Regulatory Framework 
1.3.3.2 
1.3.3.3 Identify Regulatory Groups Affected 
1.3.3.4 
1.3.3.5 

Establish Direct Regulatory Links (MSC-Regulators) 

Establish Strategy for Linkages inc. Documents 
Determine Tirnefrme for Establishing Linkages 
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1.3.7.2.6 Separate estimates of Be/DU 

1.3.8 Final Technical Report 
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Figure 6-1 
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7.0 Resource Loading Profile ' 7.1 Resources for the project as a whole will be obtained %om existing MSC personnel, from existing 
BNFL Inc. personnel and from the hiring of dispiaced RFP personnel. The intention, based upon 
current anticipated needs, is that Stage I will be resourced from existing MSC and BNFL Inc. (the 
subcontractor) staff. Hiring of decontamination and maintenance workers, contamination control 
technicians, etc., will be conducted eariy in Stage 11. It is expecred that global resource 
requirements will consist (by the end o f  Stage 11) of up to 200 MSC personnel with approximately 
9 BNFL Inc. personnel during Stage I and 15 BNFL Inc. personnel during Stage 11. There is no 
BNFL Inc. involvement envisaged at present during Stage 111. 

7.2 During Stage I, the anticipated resource requirements are: 

7.3 

7.4 

I 1 Decontamination Engineer 
1 Oualiw Assurance Engineer 

- I HS&E Engineer 1 

1 Proiect Administrator ll 
J -  - _ _  

I Senior Management Review Team It I 

Other Stage I resources for building characterization (Radiation Control TecAhoio, oisrs), security 

and associated support work will be drawn from the current Maintenance and Operating 
Contractors and the management in buildings 565, 883 and 444/447, as necessarj. 

Assuming an April 1, 1994 s m  date. Stage I MSC personnel will be approximately utilized as 
follows: 

Car1 Edstrom - 1 e 
NCPP - Stage 1 
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8.0 Manhour Distribution 

Manhour projections for Stage I technical activities are shown in Figure 8-1. Pre-contract (from 
November 15,1994 through March 3 1, 1994) hours are shown in the columns on the right. Post- 
contract (April 1,1994 to June 30,1994) hours are shown in the center columns. 

*. 
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Figure 8-ld 
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@ 9.0 Cost Estimate 

Reference the NCPP Cooperative Assistance Agreement, DE-FC34-94RF00733 for information 
regarding o f  the Stage I Cost Estimate. 
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Budget Schedule 
Labor (MHS) 557 Start 4/1/94 

Expenses (S) Compiete 6/30/94 

Prerequisites : 

Signing of the Cooperative Assistance Agreement (CAA). 

Task Leaders 

Support Mark Haupt, BNFL 

1. Dennis Floyd, MSC 
2. Frank Yaklich, MSC 
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Title: Public Outreach Program 

Statement ofbvork 

WBS xo.: J& 

1. Local Community Outreach Program 

Initiate a community outreach program. MSC will initiate meetings with public organizations, using 
existing organizations to the ma..imum extent practical, and in coordination with DOE and EG&G 
efforts and may facilitate visits to MSC's Oak Ridge plant. 

2. National Information Exchange Program 

Prepare a summary report outline of  Stage I activities which documents the pre1hku-y steps taken to 
show how a DOE weapons production plant can be converted to private-sector manufacturing. This 
involves the transfer of lessons learned in Stage I to other DOE sites throughout the weapons complex. 
The Final Technical Report will be produced under WBS task 138. 

Technical Approach: 

I. The use of local public meetings and input from the Public Outreach Subcommittee. 
2. Consolidate issues, and their resolution, raised during Stage I. 

1. Minutes o f  meetings, videotapes of building tours, and a list of local public presentations. 
2. Final Technical Report outline (Final Technical Report to be completed under WE3S task 1;8), and list 
o f  national presentations. 

Prerequisites: 

Some of the work contained within the tasks under WBS 124. 

- 
Budget I Schedule 1 

156 I Start I 4/1/94 TaskLeader I Dennis FIovd. MSC I 
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Budget Schedule I 
Labor (MHS) I 312 Stan 4/18//94 
Expenses (S) Complete 6/17/94 

~ 

Title: NCPP Management Plan 

Task Leader 
Support 

WBS No.: 

t 

Statement of Work: 

1. Prepare an NCPP Management Plan for Stage ll and submit it to DOE for approval. 

Technical Approach: 

On the basis of the proposed work schedule for Stage I1,the method o f  managing the schedule will be to 
prepare a System Engineering Management Plan (SEMI?). This will involve setting Stage I1 technical 
objectives and goals, defrning tasks and responsibilities, providing a basis for directing, measuring and 
controlling progress and plotting the path to optimum results through limited resouczs, capabilities and 
changing conditions. 

DeIiverabIes: 

An approved SEMP describing how Stage I1 work will be managed. 

Prerequisites: 

Characterization of buildings, the formulation of a Cleanup (decontaminatiodremediiltion) PIan for 
Stage 11, the formulation of an organizational structure including labor requirements. 

Prerequisites for the task include work in WBS tasks 112, 113, 124, 134, 135, and 1316. 

. *  --. 
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Budget Schedule 1 
Labor (MHS) 608 Start I 4/1/94 
Expenses (S) Complete 1 4/25/94 

Deliverables: 

1. A Characterization Work Plan describing additional surveys required, if any, during Stages I and 

Task Leader Marco Coialancia, BNFL 
support Dennis Floyd, MSC 

11. 

2. Identified WR4 criteria. 

3. A Survey Report (state of buildings pre-cleanup). 

Prerequisites: 

Existing facility documentation, knowledge and agreement regarding facilities to be cleaned up and 
refurbished. Agreed analytical method and cleanup standard agreements (Le. number of characterization 
samples and cleanup levels desired). 

Prerequisites for the task include work in WBS tasks 114, 125, 133 and 137. 

-. L/ 
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Titie: Facility Cleanup Plan WBS No.: 

Statement o f  Work 

In the Facility Cleanup Plan, MSC will: 

1. 

2. 

L) 

J. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7 .  

8. 

9. 

IO. 

11. 

12. 

Identify cleanup technologies to be used. 

Identify secondary waste streams resulting from cleanup technologies selected. 

Estimate other quantities and types of wastehecycle materia1 generated. 

Identify waste storage strategies. 

Identify methods of disposal for hazardous chemicais in the facilities. 

Estimate costs and schedules for each building. 

Identify applicable, and recommend elimination of redundant, requirements (e.g., DOE Orders, 
EPA and CDH requirements, interagency understandings, existing agreements, etc.). 

Demonstrate how work to be done will be in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. 

Provide procedures to assure protection of human health and the environment. 

Identify Standards for Cleanup, (e.g., Applicable or Relevant md Appropriate Requirements 
(ARARs), define acceptable levels of contamination (how ciean is clean)). 

Integrate the Standards for Cleanup with the results of the Stage I Characterization Work Plan 
creating a Decision Tree for CIeanup Activities. 

Include a Quality Assurance Program Plan. 

Technical Approach: 

A technical analysis and identification of requirements for producing a safe and economically viable 
Cleanup Plan. Technical expertise for beryllium and asbestos handling may be sought from external 
organizations. It will be based upon assessments of the current building condition, the standards of 
cleanup required, the identification, removal and destination of redundant equipment and the quantities 
and categories of waste produced. 

The approach will also include input from the Environmental Restoration Subcommittee and the Waste 
Management Subcommittee. 
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Budget Schedule 
Labor (MHS) 32 Start 6/1/94 

1. Identify process to 

Task Leader Frank Yaklich, MSC 

btain er 

Expenses (S) Compiete 

iironmental and other permits necessary to allow Stage I11 operations. 
Appropriate permits shall be in place prior to the end of Stage 11. 

6/2/94 Support Marc0 Colalancia, BNFL - 

Technical Approach: 

Review with the appropriate regulators the regulations that will apply to Stage 111. 

The approach will also include input from the Environmental Restoration Subcommittee and the Waste 
Management Subcommittee. 

Deliverabies: 

A Permitting Plan identifying the process and schedule to obtain environmental and other permits 
necessary to allow Stage I11 operations. 

I 

Prerequisites: 



National Conversion Pilot Project Manufacnuing Sciences Corpontion 

Budget 
L 

Labor (MHS) 
Expenses (S) 

Title: Stage II and I11 NEPA Evaluations ms No.: 

Schedule 
28 start 6/3/94 1 Task Leader I Frank Yaklich. MSC 

Complete 6/9/94 I Supporr I Marco Colalancia BNFL 

Statement of Work: 

1. Determine appropriate NEPA documentation, prepare and review documents, as necessary, for 
Stage I1 and Stage 111 activities, and submit them to DOE for approvd. 

Technical Approach: 

Obtain ruling on applicability 
DOE. 

o f  NEPA and proceed accordingly. Participate in reguiation review with 

Deliverables: 

1. If required under NEPA, a report that lists the documents required for the Stage I1 and I11 NEPA 
process. I 

2. A completed Action Description Memorandum (ADM) for Stages I1 and 111. 

Prerequisites : 

Prerequisites for the task include work in WBS tasks 122 and 124. 

NCPP - Stage I 
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Title: Training Plan 

;. Statement o f  W o r k  

'CVBS No.: 134 

MSC will submit, for DOE concurrence, a plan for training its employees, including displaced Rocky 
FIats Plant workers, at least two working weeks prior to the end of Stage I. In the Training Plan, MSC 
will: 

1. Develop applicable curricula to meet regulatory requirements. 

2. Provide a tentative training schedule. 

3. List general and position-specific training needs. 

4. Compile training plan elements. 

Technical Approach: 

Analysis of  training needs based upon proposed Stage I1 work and expected qualifications/expenence of 
hired personnel. Formulation of an innovative and relevant training plan and schedule designed to 
provide correctly trained labor according to the Stage I1 work schedule. 

The approach will also include input from the Human Resources Subcommittee. e 
Deliverabies: 

A Training Plan which includes curricula demonstrating compliance with regulatory requirements, a 
training schedule showing identified training needs meeting the proposed hire schedule for all hired 
Stage I1 personne!, and training plan elements to be used in the training schedule. 

" 

Prerequisites: 

An agreed work plan indicating skill requirements needed for Stage 11. Knowledge of applicable 
regulatory requirements relating to hiring and training. Agreed numbers, type and schedule of required 
trained workers . 

Prerequisites for the task include work in WBS tasks 122, 124 and 135. 

e 
. ... 
..l_'.' 

NCPP - Stage i 
page 59 



(10) References: Cooperative Agreement (DE-FC34-94RF0733) between Manufacturing 
Sciences Corporation and the Department of Energy. 

NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What relationships to other permits are impacted? If NPDES and Resource 
Conversation and Recovery Act permit exceedances should occur and violation notices 
issued, how will disputes be resolved? 

Issue Number: 23 (3) Date Due: 3/14/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: 

Discussion: The Cooperative Agreement between the Department of Energy and 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation contains language that establishes responsibilities 
during Stage II of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) with regards to compliance 
with permits. Namely, Article 25 of the Cooperative Agreement states, "The Participant shall 
be responsible for obtaining any necessary licenses and permits, and for complying with any 
Federal, State, Interstate, and municipal laws, codes, and regulations applicable to the 
performance of work. The Participant shall also be responsible for all damages to persons or 
property that occurs as a result of the Participant's fault or negligence,and shall take proper 
safety and health precautions to protect the work, rhe workers, the public, and the property of 
others." 

The applicability of permits during Stage III will be reviewed during Stage II of the NCPP. 
Work towards revisions to the permits will be based on expected operating conditions during 
Stage III. Further modifications may be made after the Stage III contractor has been selected. 

Recommendations: The Cooperative Agreement establishes the responsibilities and 
liabilities of the Stage I1 contractor. Permits will be reviewed and modified as necessary 
during Stage II based on expected Stage I11 operating conditions. Further modifications will 
be made when the Stage II contractor is selected. 

Environmental, Safety & Health Issue 23 June 8, 1994 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How many pre-permit application activities can occur since the Stage III 
building occupants are not known? 

Issue Number: 25 (3) Date Due: March 24, 1994 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: 

Discussion: The operating conditions for Stage III are being defined during Stages I and 
II. This allows the existing permits to be reviewed against these operating conditions and 
modifications to be made in advance. When the Stage III contractor is selected, it is expected 
that minor modifications will have to be made to the permits. 

Recommendations: Reviews and modifications of the existing permits can be made based 
on expected operating conditions in Stage III. Further modifications to the permits will be 
made when the Stage 111 contractor is selected. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

References: None. 

XXX Yes - No 

. I  

Environmental, Safety & Health Issue 25 June 6. 1994 
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Budget 
Labor (MHS) 
Expenses (3) 

Prerequisites: 

Prerequisites for the task include work in W B S  tasks 124, 134 and 137. 

Schedule 
272 Start 4 4  8/94 Task Leader Frank Yaklich, iMSC 

Complete 6/17/94 Support Mark Haupt, BNFL 

I 

i e 
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Budget 1 
Labor (MHS) 116 
Expenses ($) 

Prerequisites: 

0 Prerequisites for the task include work in WBS tasks 122 and 124. 

Scbedule 
Start 5/27/94 I Task Leader Frank Yaklich, MSC 
Complete 6/10/94 I Support Mark Haupt, BNFL 

NCPP -Stage 1 
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Budget Schedule 
Labor (MHS) 392 Start 4/1/94 
Exuenses 6) Complete 6/10/94 

~~ 

Prerequisites: 

Prerequisites for the tasks include work in WBS tasks 122 and 124. 

Task Leader I Dennis Floyd, MSC 
Support I 
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; WBS Major Work Package 1 

BNFL Inc* I 11 I NCPP Committees and Project: -Management MSC 

112 Pre-Stage 11 Issues Resolution 1MS c BNFLInc. 1 

114 Scoping Studies MSC BNFLInc. 1 

Activities 

113 Public Outreach Program MSC B N F L I ~ ~ .  j 

I22 Hazards ASSeSSMmt BNFL Inc. MSC 1 
121 NCPP iManagement Pian BNFL Inc. MSC j 

123 Operational Assessmenrs M S  c None 1 
124 Facility CIeanup Plan BNFL Inc. 1 MSC 1 

MS c BNFL Inc. 1 125 Permirting 

iMSC BNFLInc. I 132 
MSC 1 BNFLInc. 1 133 Reguiatory Oversight Plan 

MSC I BNFL Inc. 1 135 Staffing Plan 
136 1 Site Support Services Agreements I MSC 1 BNFLInc. 1 

IMS c None 

13 1 Waste iManagemenr Plan BNFL Inc. MSC 1 

134 Training Plan BNFLInc. I MSC 1 

Stage I1 and I11 NEPA Evaluations 

11.0 Responsibility Assignment Matrix e In general, the responsibility/support assignments for Stage I of  the National Conversion Pilot Project 

are 



0 

(I - 

additional surveys required, if any, during Stages 
I and 11. 
2. Identified IM/IR4 criteria. 
3. A Survey Report (state of buildings pre- 
cleanup). 
An Operational Assessments Report summarizing 
the equipment status, an estimate of what it will 
cost to make it operable and the identification of 

National Conversion Pilot Project Manufacturing Sciences Cxporarion 

5/3/94 

12.0 Delivera bles/Milestones 

WBS 
I l l  
- 

112 

113 

114 

121 

122 

123 

124 

125 

- 
13 1 

132 

Major Work Package 
NCPP Committees and 
Project Management 
Activities 
Pre-Stage I1 Issues 
Resolution 
Public Outreach Program 

Scoping Studies 

NCPP Management Plan 

~ ~~~ 

Hazards Assessment 

Operational Assessments 

Facility Cleanup Plan . 

Permitting 

Waste Management Plan 

Stage I1 and 111 NEPA 
Evaluations 

1 Milestones 

2. Work Breakdown Structure (WBS), Budget, 
Project Progress Reports. I 
A list of issues with all accepted solutions to be I 6/30/94 

1 6/30/94 
included in the Final Technical Report. I 
1. Minutes of meetings, videotapes of building 
tours, list of local public presentations. 
2. Final Technical Report outline, list of  national 
presentations. I 
1. Process Report for manufacturing waste I 6/24/94 
containers. 
2. A report describing recommendations for 
decontaminating and repairing equipment for off- 

I I 6/16/94* 
site use. 
An approved SEMP describing how Stage I1 
work will be managed. 
1. A Characterization Work Plan describing I 4/25/94 

the steps required for operations. I 
A Facility Cleanup Plan for use during Stage I1 1 6110194 
implementation. I 
A Permitting Report identifying the process and I 6/2/94 
schedule to obtain environmental and other I 
permits necessary to allow Stage 111 operations. 
Documentary d a w  submitted to DOE in an I 6/24/94 

I 

6/9/94 
I acceptable format by the required date. 

1. If reauired under NEPA, a report that lists the 1 
documents required for the Stages I1 and I11 
NEPA process. 
2. A completed Action Description iMernorandum 

~ s g e  69 
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13.0 Schedule 

13.1 

13.2 

13.3 

13.4 

The provisional summary project schedule for Stage I is shown in Figure 13-1. A detailed project 
schedule is shown in Figure 13-2. 

The work packages will not necessarily proceed sequentially. Several interact to a large extent and 
SO Will proceed concurrently. Priorities will be assigned as the project proceeds based upon the 
deliverables in Stage I as noted earlier. Since one aim of Stage I is to determine building 
condition, there is a major UnICnown element in the planning of this Stage. 

Stage I of the project is expected to have a duration of three months. Stage I1 involves cleanup of 
the building, possibly with the removal of unwanted equipment into storage or disposal. The final 
stage of  the NCPP is Stage 111, the recycling of DOE metals in the decontaminated and refurbished 
facilities at the Rocky Flats Plant. 

Stage I work, as outlined in this Work Plan, is expected to commence April 1,1994 and end on 
June 30, 1994. It is to be noted that, at this stage, the expected duration for each package remains 
flexible with the only firm dates being the dates of certain deliverables which are set once Stage I 
commences. 
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1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

2.0 

2.1 

Introduction 

This section contains the deiiverables for the second part of work task assignment 
Reference Number WBS 11 1 as defined in the NCPP Stage I Extension Work Plan. 

Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) (see Appendix A). 

BudgetKOst Report (see Appendix B). 

Sample Weekly Performance Report (see Appendix C). 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to document the method that was used to accomplish the Stage 
I Extension work scope. Appendix A is a copy of the actual NCPP Stage I Extension Work 
Plan and associated work breakdown structure that was followed to do the work. Appendix 
B is a copy of the budget and actual cost numbers. This allows one to see how the actual 
cost compares to the budget cost. The Sample Weekly Performance Report shown in 
Appendix C shows how the project performance was monitored in the final weeks of the 
Stage I Extension. These documents were key to getting the project completed on time and 
under budget. 
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1.0 Summary 0 
This Work Plan describes work required under the Stage I Extension period of the National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) for Buildings 865, 883 and 444/7 at the Rocky Flats Plant 
(RR?). Stage I of the NCPP involved contract negotiations, initial characterization and Stage 11 
planning. Stage I Extension has been requested by DOE in order to 1) compiete hrtfier Stage I 
public issue resolution; (2) firther develop Stage I Work Plans; and (3) develop other specific 
Stage 11 plans and procedures. Stage I Extension is a precursor to Stage 1T of the NCPP which 
will involve facility cleanup prior to recychg operations commencing in Stage IZI. Stage I 
Extension for BuiIdings 865, 883 and 444/7 is scheduled to take three months to complete at an 
estimated cost of $1.1M. 

2.0 Introduction 

Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) has proposed the implementation at Rocky Flats of a 
National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) which shall convert former defense production 
facilities to recycle DOE metals and reuse faciiities. Stage 11 and III operations shall require the 
hiring, to the extent practicable, of former defense workers from RFP. According to the 
proposal, MSC shall plan and prepare for the conversion and operation ofBuiIdings 865, 883, 
444, and 447 to be referenced as 44417. 

The pilot project, it was proposed, should be conducted in three stages with DOE decision points 
between each stage to ensure that appropriate DOE, stakeholder, regulator and participant issues 
are considered before continuing to a subsequent stage. If the issues are not suitably resolved, the 
pilot project shall be modified or terminated at that time, It is the intention of DOE to award 
conduct of Stage III through a process of fill and open competition. 

* 
The three stages of the NCPP were proposed as: 

Stage I - Planning 
Stage n - Cleanup 
Stage 111 - Metal Recyciing 

The Workpfan for work under Stage I of the Project has been written and endorsed by DOE 
(reference 1). 

The MSCBNFL Inc. NCPP Project Team has successhlly completed NCPP Stage I. DOE has 
now asked that Stage I of the Project be extended for three months to: (1) complete fbrther Stage 
I public issue resolution; (2) hrther develop Stage I Work Plans; and (3) deveiop other specific 
Stage IT plans and procedures., 

This Work Plan is concerned only with Stage I Extension activities for Buildings 865, 583 and 
4 4 4 7 .  The aim of the Work Plan is to delineate the activities, manhours and schedules required 
to produce the NCPP Stage I deliverables. The Work Plan provides: 

'0 . d. 
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engineering, production control and non destructive testing. The 444/7 complex was capable of 
arc melting, induction casting, heat treating, electrochemical milling, precision machining, tool 
aOrinding, jig and fixture making, carbon mold machining, plating, cleaning and assembling. 
Materials processed included depleted uranium, depleted uranium alloys, beryllium, aluminuii 
tool steels, special stainless steels and graphite. No plutonium or enriched uranium were 
processed in the facility. Building 445 is a one-room carbon storage building, Building 447 
contains a laboratory, a beryllium heat treating area and a uranium casting area and BuiIding 448 
is a one-room storage, shipping and receiving facility. 

Support buildings for the 444/7 complex include: 

Building 427 - Emergency Generator 
Building 446 - Guard Station 
Building 449 - PaindOil Storage 
Building 453 - Oil Storage 
Buiidings 454 & 457 - Cooling Towers 

3.2 Building Locations 

3.2.1 Building 865 

Building 865 is located on the south-central portion of the chain linked fenced development area 
of the Rocky Flats site. Figure 3-1 is a plot pIan showing the location of Building 865 in relation 
to other major buildings OR the site. The building is a one-story structure having a floor area of 
37,980 square feet. However, the shop area is a high bay, twice as high as the laboratory-office 
section. The shop area also has a small mezzanine floor. The major portion of the building is 
vertical, reinforced concrete twin-tee panels supported by a precast cuncrete framework. The 
laboratory-office portion has walls made of concrete block. 

3.2.2 Building 883 

Building 583 is located adjacent to Building 565 within the chain linked fenced development area 
(see Figure 3-1). Building 883 is a combined one and two story structure with a partial basement 
having a floor area of 52,350 square feet. The major interior areas of the two-story high portion 
of the building are high bays. There are only three, relatively small, second floor areas. The 
building is primarily constructed tiom steel framework covered with corrugated asbestos cement 
or galvanized steel paneling. 

3.2.3 Building 4447 

Buildings 444/7 is located in the south western portion of the Rocky Flats site as shown in F i s r e  
3 - 1. The complex consists of four interconnected buildings (444, 445, 447 and 448). Building 
444 is basically a single story structure though with a smaller second floor (mezzanine) and 
basement. The structure of the cornpiex varies though most of the original building (444) consists 
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3.4 Building Management 

The three building areas described above are currently managed on behalf of DOE by the Rocky 
Flats M&O contractor, EG & G. In Stage I Extension of the NCPP, all on-plant work (k. 
surveys for characterization) will be carried out and supervised by personnel employed by the 
M&O contractor. 

I 
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The current plant operator has recently surveyed the building for contamination levels both 
radiologically and for beryllium. These survey results were obtained by MSC in Stage I. These 
results showed that the building was in general not contaminated in excess of any a d o n  levels 
with the exception of some isolated areas. Again, the Characterization Work Plan summarizes all 
the available survey results for Building 4447. Stage I Extension work includes for the more 
detailed surveying of these areas and the use of professional inspectors as necessary for specific 
hazard areas e.g., for asbestos presencdcondition. These surveys will ultimately lead to a 
remediation plan for such hazards which will be carried out during Stage II. 

0 

3.6 Decontamination Strategy 

As with Stage I, Stage I Extension does not include any decontamination or other hands-on work 
in Buildings 865, 883 or 444 except for possibly additional contamination surveys in support of 
more detailed hazard assessment work, particularly in reference to hazards such as asbestos and 
industrial safety. One pu'rpose of Stage I Extension is to improve the data comprising the 
characterization of the buildings and to hrther develop the decontamination strategy for use 
during Stage II. The removal of redundant equipment during Stage IT will also continue to be 
considered when finalizing the decontamination strategy. 

3.7 Stage I Extension Waste Generation - 

Waste produced during Stage I Extension will be confined to materials associated with the 
characterization work. This waste will mainly comprise swipes, clothing, cleaning materials, etc. 
Waste produced will be handled and disposed of in accordance with existing DOE requirements 
and EG&G procedures. 

3.8 Emuents 

NO effluents specific to Stage I Extension work will be generated. Aerial effluent from the 
continued ventilation of Buddings 865, 883 and 444/7 will be discharged through the existing 
filtered extract. No liquid effluent will be generated. 

3.9 Industrial Safety 

All work associated with Stage I Extension of the project in Buildings 865, 883 and 44417 will be 
carried out under the existing industrial safety rules and regulations that apply at the Rocky Flats 
Plant. All work, with the exception of plant inspections, in Stage I Extension will be carried out 
by existing RFP personnel and as a consequence will remain under h l l  EG&G control. 
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3.1 4 Re corn mendatio ns 
i 

This Work Plan recommends that, to d o w  Stage I Extension of the NCPP to progress for 
Buildings 865, 883 and 444/7, the resource and financial requirements for Stage I Extension, as 
detailed in this document, are approved. 

4.0 Project Management Plan 

The Project Management Plan is equivalent to a Statement of Work. For a Cooperative 
Assistance Agreement however, the term Project Management Plan is used. This Project 
Management Plan was developed in conjunction with the Department of Energy, stakeholders, 
regulators and other project participants. All activities during Stage I Extension support the 
preparation of the Stage 11 Work Plan with activities divided into three sub-groups; Project 
Administration, Stage 11 Work Plan Core Activities, and Stage I1 Work Plan Support Activities. 

1.1 PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 

1.1.1 Proiect Management 

NCPP - Stage I Extension 
September 14,1994 

1.1.1.1 Negotiate the Cooperative Agreement for Stage 11 including liability issues. 
1.1.1.2 (a) Identify, review and accept or initiate modification of EG&G Project 

Management Plans andor procedures for Stage I1 activities or (b) initiate or 
continue develoument of Project Management Plans andor Procedures. 

1.1.1.3 Carry out daily project management activities. 
1.1.1.4 Provide input into the Quality Assurance Program Plan 

1.1.2 Issues & NCPP Committees 

1.1.2.1 Resolve Pre-Stage II issues and implement Change Control procedures for Pre- 

1.1.2.2 Attend Committee meetings. 
Stage 11 issues. 

1.1.3 Public Outreach 

1.1.3.1 Visit other sites to assess and gather pertinent information to the NCPP 
1.1.3.2 Continue to participate in the local community outreach program. 

1.1.4 Scopine Studies 

1.1.4.1 Expand the container manufacturing process report. 
1.1.4.2 Initiate the Be-AI experiment procedure. 

Revision 0 
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0 1.2.3.3 Arrange for inspectiodcertification of hoists and lifts required during Stage II 

1.2.3.4 Establish responsibility for performing declassification activities. 
operations. 

1.2.4 Facility Cleanup Pian 

1.2.4.1 Secure required cleanup WETS equipment; Identify and initiate purchase of Iong- 
lead cleanup equipment. . 

1.2.4.2 Detail Facility Cleanup Plan 
1.2.4.3 (a) Identlfy, review and accept or initiate modification of EG&G drawings, 

Operational Plans andor procedures for Stage II activities or (b) initiate or 
continue development of Operational Plans andor Procedures. 

1.2.5 Permitting Plan 

1.2.5.1 (a) Identrfy, review and accept or initiate modification ofEG&G drawings, 
Permitting Plans and/or procedures for Stage I1 activities or (b) initiate or 
continue development of Permitting Plans and/or Procedures. 

1.2.6 Building and Eouiument Operation Plan 

1.2.6.1 

1.2.6.2 

1.2.6.3 

Secure R E T S  process equipment; Identify and initiate purchase of long-lead 
process equipment. 
D e t d  schedules for Declassification, Process Verification and equipment 
assessment activities in Stage II. 
(a) Identlfy, review and accept or initiate modification of EG&G equipment 
operating procedures, PMO schedule and operation safety analysis on equipment 
used for Stage II activities or (b) initiate or continue development of Operational 
Plans andor Procedures. 

1.3 STAGE 11 WORK PLAN SUPPORT ACTMTIES 

1.3.1 Waste Management Plan 

1.3.1.1 (a) Identlfy, review and accept or initiate modification of EG&G Waste 
Management Plans and/or procedures for Stage It activities or @) initiate or 
continue deveiopment of Waste Management Plans and/or Procedures. 

1.3.2 Staee IU NEPA Planning 

1.3.2.1 Identify and review NEPA requirements for S tase III activities. 

J; 
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1.1.5 Other Technical Services 

1.1.5.1 Project Control 
1.1.5.2 Project Accounting 
1.1.5.3 Contract and Sub-contract Administration 
1.1.5.4 Purchasing 
1.1.5.5 ClencaVSecretarid Services 

1.1.6 Ouaiitv Assurance Proeram 

- National Convmion Pilot Project Stage I Extension Work Plan Manufmring Sciences Corporation . 

1.3.8 Final Technical Report 

1.3.8.1 Secure approval from ail interested parties on the Stage I Find Technical Report. 
1.3.8.2 Complete Stage I Extension Final Technical Report. 

5.0 Work Breakdown Structure 

1.1 PROJECT ADMINISTRATION 

1.1.1 Project Management 

1.1. I .  1 Negotiate the Cooperative Agreement, Liability Issues. 
1.1.1.2 Draft Project Management Plans and Procedures. 
1.1.1.3 Daily Management. 
1.1.1.4 Quality Assurance Program Plan input. 

I .  1.2 Issues & NCPP Committees 

1.1.2.1 Control and procedures Resolve Stage I1 issues. 
1.1.2.2 Attend Committee Meetings. 

1.1.3 Public Outreach 

1.1.3.1 Visit other sites to assess and gather pertinent information to the NCPP. 
1.1.3.2 Continue to participate in the local community outreach proz =ram. 

1.1.4 Scooing Studies 

1.1.4.1 Expand the container manufacturing process report. 
1.1.4.2 Initiate the Be-AI experiment procedure. 

1.1.6.1 Establish Stage I1 Control Systems. 
1.1.6.2 Draft Overall Quality Assurance Program Plans and Procedures. 
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1.3.2 Stage IX NEPA Planning 

1.3.2.1 Idente  and review NEPA requirements for Stage lII activities. 

1.3.3 Regulatory Oversight 

1.3.3.1 Draft Transition Plan 
1.3.3.2 Draft Regulatory Oversight Plans & Procedures. 

1.3.4 Training Plan 

1.3.4.1 Assimilate QA structure & DOE Orders. 
1.3.4.2 Assay existing courses. Agree access to competence records. 
1.3.4.3 Draft management procedures relating to recruitment. 
1.3.4.4 Obtain data on missiodvision. 
1.3.4.5 Plan for direct liaison with regulators. 

1.3.5 Staffing Plan 

1.3.5.1 Draft Staffing Plans & Procedures. 
1.3 S .2  I d e n t ~  and interview Work Team Leaders. 
1.3.5.3 Define and initiate implementation ofthe Stage II Stafiing Plan. 
1.3.5.4 Provide input into the Quality Assurance Program Plan. 

1.3.6 Site Suuuort Services 

1.3.6.1 Establish direct EG&G/MSC interface. 

1.3.7 Economic Conversion 

1.3.8 Final Technical Report 

1.3.8.1 Secure approval of Stage I Final Technical Report. 
1.3.8.2 Complete Stage I Extension Final Technical Report. 
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Sample Weekly Performance Report 

Data Date: 24 September 1994 

BCWS 
664 

ACWP BCWP CPI SPI CAM 
632 664 1.05 1.00 Dennis Floyd, MSC 

BCWS 
1472 

Issues Control System is in place. This task is LOE, therefore performance is measured BCWP = 
BCWS. 

ACWP BCWP CPI SPI CAM 
632 1472 2.33 1.00 Jim Wambach, BNFL 

BCWS 
114 

ACWP BCWP CPI SPI CAM 
85 114 1.34 1.00 Dennis Floyd, MSC 

BCWS 
48 

complete. Earned Value is assessed at 95% complete 

ACWP BCWP CPI SPI CAM 
97 48 .49 1 .oo Carl Edstrom, MSC 

3 

BCWS 
264 

ACWP BCWP CPI SPI CAM 
226 264 1.17 1 .oo Jack Kersber%en, BNFL 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI 
216 76 216 2.84 1 .oo 

CAM 
John Bennett, BNFL 
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SampIe Weekly Performance Report 

Data Date: 24 September 1994 

BCPdP CPI SPI CAM 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI 
464 275 464 1.69 1.00 

CAM 
Marco Colalancia, BNFL 

CPI SPI 
1.3 1 .oo 

CAM 
Carl Edstrom, MSC 

September 1994. Licenses and 'iPermits necess-&y for Stage-III have been identified. The application 
process has been obtained for licensing radioactive material use, and we have gathered the necessary 
application documentation. A control system for processing permits is in place. Earned Value assessed 
at 95% complete. 

4 
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BOVP CPI SPI CAM 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI 
88 68 88 1.29 1 .oo 

CAM 
Marco Coldancia, BNFL 
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Sample Weekly Performance Report 

Data Date: 24 September 1994 

BCWS I ACWP I BCWP I CPI SPI CAM 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI 
112 85 112 1.32 1 .oo 

CAM 
Carl Edstrom, MSC 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI 
56 49 56 1.14 1 .oo 

Site-Wide EIS. Data gathering with DOE guidance is required to be included in the Site Wide EIS 
including processes, waste generation, emissions, socio-economic impacts, etc. Earned value assessed 
at 95% complete. 

CAM 
Gislinde Engelmann, BNFL 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI 
36 24 36 1.50 1 .oo 

5 

CAM 
Jim Wambach, BNFL 
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Sample Weekly Performance Report 

Data Date: 24 September 1994 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI CAM 
288 102 288 2.83 1 .oo Keith Bidd!e, B?Tt;L 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI 
280 115 280 2.43 1.00 

CAM 
Frank Yaklich, MSC 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI 
120 30 120 4.00 1.00 

CAM 
Frank Yaklich, MSC 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI SPI 

6 

CAM 
40 23 40 1.74 1 .oo T iinis Floyd, MSC 

r 

BCWS ACWP BCWP CPI CAM 
30 104 30 2 9  . - .  Dennis Floyd, MSC 
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Project Manager 
Deputy Project Manager 
Office Manager 
Human Resources iManager 

Stage I Extension Work Plan ManuiactuMg Scimcn Corporation 

Project Manager I 
Training Manager 
Re.gulatory Compliance Manager 
Decontamination iManager 

7.0 Resource Loading Profile 

Public Af€airs Manager 
Financial Manager 
Maintenance & Engineering Manager 
Training Planner Industrial Safety Engineer 
Regulatory Compliance Support 
Subcontract Trainers CAD Operator 
Property Manager 

1 Quality Assurance Manager 
I Environmental, Health & Safety Manager 

't 

Training Document Manager 

Work Team Advisor 

Performance & Scheduling Manager 

7.1 Resource Requirements 

Work Team Advisor 

Resources for the project as a whole will be obtained from existing MSC personnel, from existing 
BNFL Inc. personnel and from the hiring of displaced RFP personnel. The intention, based upon 
current anticipated needs, is that Stage I Extension wilI be resourced from existing MSC and 
BNFL Inc. (the subcontractor) staff. Hiring of decontamination and maintenance workers, 
contamination control technicians, etc., will be conducted early in Stage 11. It is expected that 
global resource requirements will consist (by the end of Stage n) of up to 200 MSC personnel 
with approximately 16 BNFL Inc. personnel during Stage I Extension and Stage II. There is no 
BNFL Inc. involvement envisaged at present during Stage Et. 

Industrial Hygiene ! 
I 

7.2 Stage I Extension Resources 

During Stage I Extensio;, the anticipated resource requirements are: 

Industrial Hygiene 
Industrial Safety Engineer 
Process Development Engineer 
Process Engineer 
Machine Shop 
Equipment Maintenance 
Fabrication Operators 

11 11 Site support Services Manager { Systems En2ineer 
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Assuming an July 1, 1994 start date, Stage I Extension BNFL Inc. personnel will be 
approximately utilized as follows: 

MONTH 
FTEs 

Personnel 

JULY 94 
10 

Project Manager (1) 
Training Manager (I) 
Regulatory Compliance 
Manager (1) 
Decontamination Manager (1) 
Systems Engineer (1) 
Quality Assurance Manager (1) 
Environmentai Health & Safety 
Manager (1) 
Work Team Advisor (1) 
CAD Operator (I) 
Performance & Scheduling 
Manager (I) 

AUGUST 94 
11 

Project Manager (1) 
Training Manager (1) 
Regulatory Compliance Manager (I) 
Decontamination Manager (1) 
Systems Ensneer (1) 
Quality Assurance Manager (1) 
Environmental Health & Safety 
Manager (1) 
Work Team Advisor (1) 
CAD Operator (1) 
Performance & Scheduling 
Manager (1) 
Environmental Engineer (1) 

SEPTEMBER 94 

Project Manager (1) 
Training Manager (1) 
Regulatory Compliance Manager (1) 
Decontamination Manager (1) 
Systems Engineer (1) 
Quality Assurance Manager (1) 
Environmental Health & Safety 
Manager (1) 
Work Team Advisor (2) 
CAD Operator (1) 
Performance & Scheduling Manager 
(2) 
Environmental Engineer (1) 
Training Document Manager (1) 
Industrial Hygene (2) 

8.0 Man-hour Distribution 

Man-hour projections for Stage I Extension technical activities are shown in Figure 8-1. " e 
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9.0 Cost Estimate 

Reference the NCPP Cooperative Agreement, DE-FC34-94RF00733 (as amended) for 
information regarding the Stage I Extension Cost Estimate. 

Page 36 
NCPP - Stage I Ex-cnsion 
September 14. 1994 

Remion 0 
Stage I Extension Work Plan 



eation& Conversion Pilot h j e c t  

Budget 
Labor Days) 
Expenses (S) 

Stage I Extension Work Plan Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

Scheduie I I 
197.5 Start 7/1/94 Task Leader: Jim Warnbach, BNFL 

Complete 9/30/94 Support Frank Yaldich, MSC 

Title: Issues & Committees )e WBS No.: 112 

Statement of Work: 

1. Resolve Pre-Stage 11 issues and implement Change Control Procedure for Pre-Stage 11 
Issues. 

2 Attend Committee meetings. 

Technical Approach: 

1. The use of the Steering Committee, all Subcommittees and public meetings to soIve 
issues. 

Delivera bles: 

1. A Pre-Stage II Issues Report covering outcome of issue resolution process @). 

2 

Prerequisites: 

Steering Committee meeting minutes (I). 

1. A list of all issues with accepted solutions as included in the Final Technical Report for 
Stage I. 
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Budget 
Labor (Days) 
Expenses (3) 

Stage I Extension Work Plan 

Schedule I 
7/1/94 I Task Leader: Carl Edstrom, MSC 1 

6 Start 
Complete I 8/31/94 1 Support Andrew Roberts, BM;L 

Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

Title: Scoping Studies i-. 
Statement of Work 

1. Expand the container manufacturing processes report. 

- 

WBS  NO.:^ 

2. Initiate the Be-AI experiment procedure. 

Technical Approach: 

1 .. Identie the round container types and specifications. Establish a typical manufacturing 
procedure that will be foIlowed during Stage II. 

2. Establish the goals of beryllium experiments and outline the equipment modification and 
operating procedures to perform the experiments. 

Deliverabies: 

1. Process report for manufacturing round waste containers (I). 

2. Experimental outline for beryilium experiments (I). 

-'@ Prerequisites: 

1. Process report for manufacturing containers. 

2. NEPA exemption for beryllium melting experiment. 
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Title: Quality Assurance Program :. WBS.: 116 

Statement of Work: 

1. Establish Stage II Control Systems for: 

(1) QAProgram 
(2) Project Controls 
(3) Finance 
(4) StaffingPlan 

2. (a) Idente,  review and accept or initiate modification of EG&G/DOE Quality Assurance 
Program Plans andor procedures for Stage II activities or (b) initiate or continue 
deveiopment of  Quality Assurance Program Plans andor Procedures. 

Technical Approach: : 

1 .. Review existing programs, plans and procedures currently being utilized by EG&G. 
Determine the application validity of the subject documents to the identified Sta, oe I1 work 
scope. Utilize to the extent practical, al l  programs, plans and procedures that indicate 
adequate level of control over Stage II activities. Develop modifications to existing, or 
develop new controls, as required, to meet the intent of DOE Order 5700.6C. 

Develop QA Program Plan as a result of searches identified in preceding paragraph. 
Concurrent with developing the QA Program Plan, incorporate existing procedures into 
NCPP specific procedures, at a n  annotated outline level. 

2. 

Deiiverables: 

1 .  

2. 

Prerequisites: 

1. None. 

A Draft Quality Assurance Program Plan (I). 

Draft Plans andor Procedures for use during Quality Assurance activities in Stage II (I). 

Expenses ($) Complete 9/30/94 I Suppon Frank Yakiich, MSC 
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Title: Hazards Assessment 

Statement of Work: 
* WBS No.: 122 

1. Initiate Certified OSHA Inspections/Consultantnts for (I) E-NAC/Airflow, (2) Asbestos, and 
(3) Industrial Safety. 

2. Detail the Facility Sampling Plan. 

3. (a) Identlfy, review and accept or initiate modification of EG&G drawings, Health & 
Safety Program Plans and/or procedures for Stage II activities or (b) initiate or continue 
development of Health & Safety Program Plans andor Procedures. 

Technical Approach: 

1. OSHA inspections will be organized which address (a) HVAC/aiflow concerns, (b) 
asbestos material inventory, and (c) industrial safety deficiencies. Vsing DOE, NRC and 
EPA methodoiogies as appropriate, a project-specific draft facility sampling plan will be 
generated. This will be based upon COCs identified on plant, hazards assessment work, 
and surface and air sampling. This work will be systematic and defensible and performed 
under strict QA guidelines. The Health & safety Practices iManud will be obtained to 
review procedures currently used. Drawings will also be obtained and modified as 
necessary. The writing of Health and Safety Plans andor Procedures WiIl be initiated or 
development continued as appropriate. Draft program, plans for comment resolution will 
be produced and circulated. 

Deliverables: 

1. A Subcontract for the OSHA Inspections considered necessary (E). 

2. A draft Facility Sampling Plan (I). 

3. Draft Plans andor  draft standard operating procedures for use during Hazards Assessment 
activities in Stage II (I). 

Prerequisites: 

1. The Characterization Work Plan describing additional surveys required, if my, during 
Stages I and II. 

2. Identified IMARA criteria 

3. A Survey Report (historical sampling inforrnation) 0 
d 
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Budget 
Labor (Days) 
Expenses (S) 

Title: Operational Assessment 
:. 

Schedule I 
4 Start 9/1/94 Task Leader: I Carl Edstrom, MSC 

Complete 9/30/94 1 Support I A.V.Roberts, BNFL 

WBS No.: 123 

Statement of Work: 

1. Review existing EG&G work orders and establish a system of priorities to complete the 
work orders important to NCPP. 

2. Arrange for certified inspectors to assess the OSHA compliance of the facilities (fire 
doors, equipment guards, etc.) 

3. Arrange for inspectiodcertification of hoists and lifts required during Stage II operations. 

4. Establish responsibility for performing declassification activities. 

Technical Approach: , 

I .  Examine the credentials of avaiIable OSHA safety inspectors and hoist certification 
companies. 

2. Work with the EG&G personnel assigned to NCPP support to establish the path for 
performing the declassification and work order prioritization. 

DeIiverabIes: .. 
1. Site agreed plan to perform building system maintenance (I). 

2. Identification of the sources that would perform the required inspectiodcertification 
services (I). 

3. Site consensus on declassification agreement (I). 

Prerequisites: 

1. Operational Assessment report summarizing equipment status, an estimate of the cost to 
make it operational, and i d e n t i ~ n g  the steps required to prepare for operations. 
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Budget 
Labor (Days) 11 

Stage I Extension Work Plan 

Schedule 
Stan 9/1/94 I Task Leader: Marco Cololancia, BNFL ’ 

Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

Expenses (S) Complete 

Title: Permitting Plan 
*; 0 

9/30/94 1 Support Frank Yaklich, iMSC 

WBS  NO.:^ 
. ,’ 

Statement of Work 

1. (a) Identify, review and accept or initiate modification of  EG&G drawings, Permitting 
Plans and/or procedures for Stage 11 activities or (b) initiate or continue development of 
Permitting Plans andor Procedures. 

Technical Approach: 

1. Contact will be established with the proper reglatory authorities regardins Stage 111 
licenses and permits which wiiI be generated during Stage I1 for Stage III. Based upon 
proposed Stage 111 operations, a list of materials which will be used will be provided. 
Draft top level diagrams or outlines for the proposed operations will also be produced. 
Estimations of materials annual usage will begin. 

Delivera bles: 

1. Obtain procedures for completing permitting activities in Stage I1 (I). 

Prerequisites: 

, 0 1. A Permitting Plan for Stage II activities. 
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Budget Schedule 
Labor (Days) 14 Start 7/1/94 
Expenses (S) Compiete 9/30/94 

Title: Waste Management Plan 0 

Task Leader: GisIinde Engelmann. BNFL 
Support Frank Yaklich, ,MSC 

WBS No.: 131 
- 

Statement of  Work: 

1. (a) Identify, review and accept or initiate modification of EG&G Waste Management 
Plans andor  procedures for Stage II activities or (b) initiate or continue development of 
Waste Management Plans andor Procedures. 

Technical Approach: 

1. Review EG&G Management Plans and Procedures. Identify documents which can be 
used without modifications. Identify waste streams for WSRIC books. 

Delivera bles: 

1. Draft Plans andor  procedures for use during waste management activities in Stage 11 (I). 

Prerequisites: 

1. Documentary data of quantities and categories of waste expected to arise during Stage I1 
operations. 
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Budget 
Labor (Days) 
Expenses (S) 

Title: Regulatory Oversight 1.0 

Schedule 

Complete 9/30/94 Support Frank Yaklich, MSC 
31 Start 9/1/94 Task Leader: Jim Wambach, BNFL 

WBS No.: 133 

Statement o f  Work: 

1. Initiate the plan for transition from DOE Orders to Industry Practices. 

2. (a) Identify, review and accept or initiate modification of EG&G Regulatory Oversight 
Pfans andor procedures for Stage II activities or (b) initiate or continue development of 
Regulatory Oversight Plans andor Procedures. 

Tec:hnical Approach: 

1. Review DOE orders and EG&G plans and procedures for applicability. 

2. Meet with DOE, €PA and CDH to obtain agreement on revised resulatory compliance. 

Deiiverables: 

1. A Draft Transition Plan for the transition from DOE orders to Industry Practices (I). 

2. A draft list of relevant plans andor procedures for use during regulatory oversight 
activities in Stage 11 (I). 

Prerequisites: 

1. A Regulatory Oversight Plan. 
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Labor (Days) 
Expenses ($) 

, WBS 134 Continued 

29 start 7/20/94 Task Leader: Keith Biddle, BNFL 
Complete 9/30/94 Support Frank Yaklich, MSC 
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Budget 
Labor (Days) 
Expenses (S) 

Manufsnuring Sciences Corporation 

1 Schedule I I 
15 Start 9/12/94 Task Leader: I Frank Yaklich, MSC 

Complete 9/30/94 support 1 Mark Haupt, BNFL 

Title: Site Support Services :.,e WBS No.: 136 

Statement of Work: 

1. Establish direct EG&G/MSC interface for; 

(1) Maintenancemork Orders 
(2) ChemicaWwaste removal 
(3) Equipment 
(4) Classification 
(5) People Moving 
(6) Plant Engineering. 

Technical Approach: 

1. Set up a weekly meeting with EG&G to identify methods of interface in the areas of work 
orders, waste removal, equipment, classification, people relocation, plant engineering and 
any other areas which surface as needing attention. 

Delivera bles: 

1 .  :. Prerequisites: 

Minutes of attendances at meetings with EG&G (D). 

1. A Site Support Service Agreement. 

e 
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Budget 
Labor (Days) 
Expenses ($) 

Title: Final Technical Report 

Schedule I 
13 Start 8/1/94 Task Leader: Dennis Floyd, MSC 

Complete 9130194 Support Mark Haupt, BNFL 

WBS No.: 138 
- 

Statement of Work 

1. Secure approval from all interested parties on the Stage I Final Technical Report. 

2. Complete Stage I Extension Find Technical Report. 

Technicai Approach: 

1. The Final Technical Report will be based upon the achievements recorded during Stage I 
and updated in Stage I Extension period and the outcome o f  the Stage II issue resolution 
task. 

DeliverabIes: 

1. A Final Technical Report for Stage I which compiles all issues (resolved or unresolved) 
and inciudes an Executive Summary describins Sta,oe I Extension activities @). 

Prerequisites: 

1. A Final Technical Report for Stage I. 
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WBS Major Work Package Task Leader 
I l l  Project Management Dennis Floyd 
112 Issues & Committees Jim Wambach 
113 Public Outreach Dennis Floyd 
114 Scoping Studies Carl Edstrom 
115 Other Technical Services Jack Kersbergen 
1 16 Quality Assurance Prosram John Bennett 
121 LM/IRA' Jim Wambach 
122 Hazards Assessment Marco Cololancia. 
123 Operational Assessments I Carl Edstrom 
124 Cleanup Plan Andrew Roberts 
125 Permittin3 Plan Marco Cololanciai 
126 Building & Equipment Operation Plan Carl Edstrom 
13 1 Waste iManagement Plan Gislinde Engelmann I 

Stage Ill NEPA Planning Gislinde Engelmann 1 132 
133 Re<gulatory Oversight Jim Wambach I 
134 Training Plan Keith Biddle I 
135 Staffing Plan Frank YaMich 
136 Site Support Services Frank Yakiich 

Dennis Floyd 137 Economic Conversion 
138 Final Technical Report Dennis Floyd 
-- 

- 

National Conversion PIot Project Stage I Extension Work PIan Manufaauting Scicn&s Corporation 

Figure 11-1 

Responsibility Assignment Matrix 

The identified Task Leaders for each third level W B S  task are shown in the table below. 
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Figure 12-1 
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Appendix B 

NCPP Stage I Extension 
Budget and Cost Report 
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Appendix C 

Sample WeeMy Performance Report 
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National Conversion Pilot Project - Stage I Extension 
Sample Weekly Performance Report 

Data Date: 24 September 1994 

Technical Status: During the NCPP Stage I three month extension we have committed tcl perform: 

Comment resolution completion all 24 of the original deliverables, 
Submission of five contractual deliverabies 

(1) Staffing Plan Update 
(2) Training Plan Update 
(3) Project Management Performance Report Update 
(4) Final Technical Report Update 
(5) IM/IRA Decision Document 

0 Draft plans and outline procedures in all appropriate WBS tasks 

Performance Status: Comment Resolution is complete on 20 of the 24 Data Items. The remaining 4 
deliverables are awaiting DOE action to complete the comment resolution. 

The Stafiing Plan is 95% complete. 

0 Training Plan and the 3 Skill Units are in process according to plan. 

0 Project Management Performance Report will be submitted just prior to project 
completion. Project Management Performance Measurement System is in place 
and progress is measured weekly. 

0 Final Technical Report is 95% complete. 

0 Comment resolution on the NCPP Stage I1 IMmtA Decision Document is 90% 
complete, Following comment resolution, the IM/LRA will then be published 
during Stage I1 and 60 days will be allowed for public review. The Final Stage II 
TpyI/IRA Decision Document will include public comments and EPA and CDH 
guidance. 

0 DOE/EG&G applicable procedures have been identified. 

0 The Project Team has been responsive to DOE--0’s requests for continued 
DOE-HQ questions and concerns regarding Stage IT, including the writmg of 
white papers and traveling to Washington DC to make presentations to the DOE- 
HQ NCPP Review Panel. 

0 Work has proceeded in preparing for Stage I1 approval. EG&G Plans and 
Procedures that are applicable, or that can be tailored, have been identified. 

0 Staffing requirements are identified and plans are in process for hiring 
personnel. 

0 A prime contractor project control system is in process. Schedules and budgets 
for each work task are being developed. 

Schedule Status: 

Funding Status: The DOE-HQ decision to fimd Stage 11 is e.upected to be announced. The DOE- 
RFFO have extended Stage I through 30 September 1994 and funded $1.1 mdlion 
to keep the core team in place and produce deliverables of value whether Stage II 
is approved or not. The Extension funds brings the total NCPP funding to 
$2,078,691. The period of performance completion date has been extended fiom 
30 June 1994 to 30 September 1994. 

1 



National'Conversion Pilot Project I Stage I Extension 
Cost & Schedule Performance Report 

Data Date: 24 September 1994 

Performance 
, Measurement: Total Contract Budget Baseline: 

Latest Revised Estimate at Completion: 

Cumulative Budget: 

Cumulative Actuals: 

Cumulative Performance: 

Percent Spent: 

Percent Complete (Earned Value): 

Cost Performance Index (CPI): 

Schedule Performance Index (SPI): 

Variance Analysis: No thresholds broken. 

$1,169,193 

$1,025,009 

$1,052,508 

$928,753 

$1,099,04 1 

9 1% 

94% 

1.18 

1.04 
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National Conversion Pilot Project 
Stage I 

Pre-Stage I1 Issues Resolution Report 
Revision 1 

28 September 1994 

Submitted to: 

U.S. Department of Energy - Rocky Flats Office 
P.O. Box 928 

Golden, Colorado 80302-0928 

Prepared by: 

Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
804 Ken Hollow Road 

Oak kdge, Tennessee 37530 

Cooperative Assistance Agreement No: 

DE-FC34-94RF00733 



I 

t .  

! '  

.. . 

aD 

National Convenion Pilot Project F'ie-Stage 11 Issues Resolution Repon M M U ~ & ~  Sciences Corporation 

National Conversion Pilot Project 
Stage I 

Pre-Stage I1 Issues Resolution Report 
Revision 1 

28 September 1994 

Prepared by: 

Approved by: 

Approved by: 

Approved by: 

M.L. Haupt, BNEZ L~(c. P M  

I/ E. Nix, DOE-COR ' I Date 

This Report was prepared by Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) under Cooperative Assistance Agreement No. DE-FC34-94RF00733 With 
the Department of Energy - Rocky Flats Office. 

This Report is intended for DOE-RFO's use. Such use, duplication and disclosure ofthis Report is to be in accordance with Conma NO. DE-FC34 
94RF00733. 
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National Conversion Pilot Project 
Stage I 

Pre-Stage I1 Issues Resolution Report 
Revision 1 

28 September 1994 

Prepared by: 

Approved by: 

Approved by: 

Approved by: 

f I 

+A- 
M.L. Hiupt, BNFL I&. PM 

d L  D.R. Floyd, MSC PM 1 Date 

E. Nix, DOE-COR Date 

This Report was prepared by Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) under Cooperative Assistance Agrement No. DE-FC34-94RF00733 with 
the Department of Energy - Rocky FIafs Office. 

This Report is intended for DOE-RFO's use. Such use. duplication and disclosure o f  this Report is to be in accordance with Contract NO. DE-FC34- 
94RF00733. 
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o! 1.0 

1.1 

2.0 

Introduction 

The National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) utilized a number of different groups in 
resolving issues concerning its stakeholders. These included a Sounding Board composed of 
several public organizations and interest groups, a Steering Committee composed of those 
most responsible for the Project, and six Subcommittees composed of representatives fiom 
various groups, but with appropriate knowledge as required by the specific Subcommittee. 

The Steering Committee utdized a standard, one page Issue Response Sheet to document 
resolutions to each of the issues raised. A complete inventory of the Issue Response Sheets is 
presented in the Appendices by Subcommittee. 

Board, Steering Committee and Subcommittee Summary 

The issue identification and resolution process was done as follows. Stakeholders were 
invited to identify issues through a broad array of methods, including public meetings, 
NCPP representatives meeting with Stakeholder organizations, and individuals working on 
issue resolutions who recognized related issues that had not surfaced previously. The 
public outreach subcommittee worked with the DOE to maintan a log of of all issues 
raised and track their status during the resolution process. The log did not attribute the 
issues to individuals so as to assure objective answers and maximize the chance of issues 
surfacing. The Steering Committee then assigned each issssue to its member serving as 
the liaison to the subcommittee that could most reasonably repond to the issue. The 
subcommittee tasked a member to investigate each issue and prepare a draft response. 
The Draft was then reviewed by the full subcommittee, modified or accepted, and 
fonvarded to the Steering Committee. The Steering Commmittee provided the Draft 
responses to the Sounding Board at least a week before convening a meeting with the 
Sounding Board to review the proposed responses. At this meeting, the Steering 
Committee solicited the reaction of Sounding Board members to the responses and also 
provided their own reaction. Any changes proposed by the Sounding, Board or Steering 
Committee were referred back to the Subcommittee to be sure there was agrement. 
After reaching closure with the Subcommittees, the Steering C o m i i t e e  the, operating by 
consensus, accepted the responses for release to the public. The responses were edited 
into a common format prior to release to the public reading rooms on June 8, 1994. 

Subcommittee subjects included the human resources, site support services, environmental 
restoration, waste management, public outreach, and business plan areas of the project. The 
Subcommittees were responsible for reviewing issues assigned by the Steering Committee and 
preparing proposed resolutions based on each member's expertise in the specific areas. 

Each Subcommittee was tasked with preparing a proposed Issue Response Sheet for each issue 
assigned by the Steering Committee. A more detailed account of each goup's purpose and 
issues follow. Issue Response Sheets for each issue, sort by Subcommittee, can be found in the 
Appendices at the end of this report. 
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2.2 

Sounding Board 

The Sounding Board was first convened on February 1,1994, held its second meeting on 
March 30, and final meeting on May 24. It is an informal public focus group consisting of 
representatives fiom community organizations, including city governments and environmental, 
business and economic development groups. 

The Sounding Board is intended to provide feedback to the Steering Committee to help 
id en^ issues and assess the adequacy of issue closure through the end of Stage I. The 
Sounding Board agreed to meet on an ad hoc basis during Stage II should the project continue. 

For the most part, issues were submitted for concurrent review to the Sounding Board by the 
Steering Committee for two reasons. First, concurrent reviews helped mitigate prejudicial 
judgment by the Steering Committee or the Subcommittees. Second, pardel reviews reduced 
the amount of time required to conduct the reviews and resolve the issues. 

Steering Committee 

The Steering Committee fkst met in mid-summer of 1993. Meetings originally centered 
around Project organization and administration including formation of the Sounding Board, 
Steering Committee, and Subcommittees format. Included in the Steering Committee's charter 
was the goal of ensuring a meaningful public involvement process and representation of their 
respective organizations on decisions regarding the Project. This included deciding when 
sigdicant concerns have been adequately addressed. The steering Committee advises the 
DOE Rocky Flats Office on the desirability to proceed with the Project &om stage to stage. 

The Steering Committee originally consisted of more than ten organizations and meetings 
typically included 30 or more people. In order to improve its effectiveness, the Steering 
Committee membership was reduced to only representatives of those organizations that had a 
si@cant impact on the Project, or those that were significantly impacted by the Project. This 
included the Department of Energy (DOE), EG&G, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
(MSC), Colorado Department of Health (CDH), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative (RFLII), the Governor's Office of Business Development 
and the United Steelworkers of America, Local 803 1. Only one representative of each 
Steering Committee organization were allowed to attend a given meeting. The USWA 
decided in early May to retain its role on the Sounding Board rather than on the Steering 
Committee. The Steering Committee Charter does not allow an organization to be represented 
on both. 

This scheme promoted farmliarity, consistency and open exchanges among its members. This 
turned out to be a key element in the success of Stage I 

\ 
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2.3 Human Resources Subcommittee e 
The Human Resources Subcommittee consisted of representatives of DOE, EG&G, MSC, 
BNFL Inc. (MSC's subcontractor), and the United Steel Workers of America. A total of 1 1 
issues were considered by the Subcommittee. 

The main Stage I Subcommittee issue was to compile a list of Rocky Flats workers available to 
be hired as the Project proceeds to Stage II. Displaced workers and those at risk to be laid off 
would have the first priority in the hiring process. 

The issue of whether a current Rocky Flats employee wishing to work for the private operator 
can be hired was also addressed. Other Subcommittee issues included training, the relationship 
between NCPP and the Rocky Flats unions, and how sd&y and health requirements would be 
met. 

The Subcommittee's Issue Resolution Sheets are shown in Appendix A. 

2.4 Site Support Services Subcommittee 

The Site Support Services Subcommittee consisted of representatives of DOE, EG&G, MSC, 
Wackenhut Services, Inc. (WSI), United Guards Security Oflicers of America (UGSOA) and 
BNFL Inc. A total of 64 issues were considered by the Subcommittee. 

This Subcommittee formed two working groups, one to focus on environment, health and 
safety issues and the other to focus on site support services. The goal is to make the NCPP's 
business environment as similar to an off-site business as possible. However, its physical 
location at Rocky Flats necessitates some formal ties with the site infrastructure, such as water, 
fire protection and security services. 

A major issue facing the Subcommittee was how and when MSC or the private operator will 
assume support and maintenance activities for the NCPP buildings. These activities are 
currently being performed by EG&G, the site M & 0 contractor. Other Subcommittee issues 
concerned liability in the event of property damage or personal injury, responsibilities for plant 
services such as medical care and respirators, and the NCPP's equipment and space needs. 

The Subcommittee's Issue Resolution Sheets are shown in Appendix B. 

2.5 Environmental Restoration Subcommittee 

The Environmental Restoration Subcommittee consisted of representatives from the EPFL, 
CDH, DOE, EG&G, MSC and BNFL Inc. A total of 20 issues were considered by the 
Subcommittee. 

NCPP - Stage 1 
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Potential interference between economic development and environmental restoration activities, 
responsibilities and criteria for cleanup of the buildings prior to private operations, and 
compliance with environmental regulations during the pilot project were important issues 
which were addressed by the Subcommittee. 

Compliance with two major environmental laws, the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), were studied. Current DOE policy is to comply with both NEPA and CERCLA 
by combining documentation requirements for both statutes into one document. The Steering 
Committee is specifically interested in using a modified Interim Measurekiterim Remedial 
Action (IM/IRA) document to comply with both NEPA and CERCLA requirements. 

The Subcommittee's Issue Resolution Sheets are shown in Appendix C. 

2.6 Waste Management Subcommittee 

The Waste Management Subcommittee consisted of representatives fiom CDH, DOE, EG&G, 
MSC and BNFL Inc. A total of 17 issues were considered by the Subcommittee. 

The issues of potential interference between economic development and cleanup or waste 
management activities, especially in terms of waste storage capacities at Rocky Flats, types and 
volumes of waste generated by NCPP activities, and responsibilities for waste were of primary 
concern to the Subcommittee. 

Portions of the NCPP buddings may be utilized for low level and /or low level mixed waste 
generated in Stage II. The waste generated during Stage 11 would be considered DOE waste 
and, ifnecessary, could be stored in available Rocky Flats storage areas. Waste generated 
during Stage III would be the responsibility of the private operator. 

The Subcommittee's Issue Resolution Sheets are shown in Appendix D. 

2.7 Public Outreach Subcommittee 

The Public Outreach Subcommittee consisted of representatives &om the EPA, DOE, the 
Governor's Office of Business Development, CDH, EG&G, MSC and RFLII. A total of 14 
issues were considered by the Subcommittee. 

The first task for the Subcommittee was to design a public involvement plan for Stages I and 
II. The plan, which was designed to be flexible to accommodate changes as the Project 
evolves, provides for the community Sounding Board, public information meetings and a 
formal public comment process. In addition, the Subcommittee is tasked with evaluating the 
level of community acceptance for economic development at Rocky Flats during Stage I. 

The Subcommittee's Issue Resolution Sheets are shown in Appendix E. 
. -  
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2.8 Business Plan Subcommittee 0, 
The Business Plan Subcommittee consisted of representatives from DOE, EG&G, MSC and 
the Governor's Office of Business Development. A total of 43 issues were considered by the 
Subcommittee. 

A key question in the conversion process addressed by the Subcommittee was whether a 
competitive economic and regulatory environment can be created at a DOE facility, allowing 
an on-site private business to effectively compete with off-site businesses. To create a 
competitive atmosphere, DOE regulatory and oversight roles were examined by the 
Subcommittee relative to conversion to identlfy and d i t e  duplicative and unnecessary 
practices. 

Another important issue addressed by the Subcommittee was determining the benefits the 
project could bring versus the costs of continuing it. MSC has conducted a preliminary market 
analysis that supports the Project as economically feasible on the basis of material supply and 
product demand. MSC also conducted a preliminary costhenefit analysis of the entire Project 
during Stage I. 

The Subcommittee researched how long a recycling business could be sustained with materials 
Erom Rocky Flats feedstock and, alternatively, from other sites. Other issues included 
management and ownership of marketable materials such as beryllium, and regulation and 
transport of materials fiom other sites, including notification to affected comunities. 

The Subcommittee's Issue Resolution Sheets are shown in Appendix F. 
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Appendix A 

Human Resources Subcommittee 
Issue Response Sheets 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: 1 .  What current workers will be available to the private contractor in Stage E? 

2. What assurances will the private operator give to dislocated workers and the 
community to hire them? 

Issue Number: 1 & 2  (3) Due Date: 4/20/94 

Subcommittee Lead: Frank Yaklich 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Margaret DeGangi, Mary Ellen Amaral, Marty 
Dondelinger, Mike Hargreaves, Dennis Wise, David Navarro, Frank Yacklich, Mark Haupt 

Issue Statement: What workers will be available to Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
(MSC) in Stage I1 and what will the hiring preferences be for dislocated workers. 

Background: MSC has supplied EG&G with a first cut list of the number of people required 
by occupation, and EG&G has supplied iMSC with a list of laid-off Rocky Flats workers through 
4-22-94. 

Discussion: There has been much discussion about who would be eligible to work for the 
private contractor, the committee has taken the position that the guidelines set out in Section 3161 
of the National Defense Authorization Act and any revisions to those guidelines as a result of the 
letter dated March 24, 1994 entitled, "Review of Revised General Planning Guidelines for 
Workforce Restructuring," from Bob DeGrasse, chairman of the Secretary's Task Force on 
Worker and Community Transition, would appiy. 

Recommendation: Hire as many laiu-off or at-risk Rocky Flats workers as possibie for the 
available jobs; OK to proceed to Stage II. 

References: (1) Memorandum on hiring preference dated October 12, 1993 from Jerri J. 
Adams 
(2) Letter on review of revised general planning guidelines for work force 
restructuring dated March 24, 1994 from Bob DeGrasse, chairman of the 
Secretary's Task Force on Worker and Community Transition. 
(3) EG&G lay off list 
(4) MSC list of reauired iobs. 

Human Resourccs Subcommittce Issues 1&2 June 7, 1994 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HC’MAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What is a “former” Rocky Flats Worker? 

Issue Number: 3 (3) Due Date: 4/20/94 

Subcommittee Lead: Mark Haupt 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dave Navarro 

Issue Statement: Define the pool of people who should be included as “former” Rocky 
Flats workers as it relates to the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP). 

Background: Workers available to Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) for Stage 
I1 should primarily consist of previous Rocky Flats workers who have been laid off 
(voluntarily or involuntarily) or retired and current Rocky Flats workers who have been told 
they will be laid off or who are “at risk” of being laid off in the foreseeable future. Other 
Department of Energy locations, where work force restructuring has beedis under way, 
should be considered as possible sources of personnel for MSC. A new “at risk” list is being 
prepared by EG&G and will be available to the subcommittee as soon as all people are 
advised. This is probably months away. Consensus needs to be made among subcommittee 
members regarding definition of the Rwky Flats talent pool available to MSC for the NCPP. 

Discussion: It was originally suggested by the Human Resources Subcommittee that 
“anyone who has been recently impacted by work force restructuring” be included as a 
“former” Rocky Flats worker and the date of June 1, 1992 was proposed as the start date for 
defining work force restructuring activities. Also, EG&G, J.A. Jones, and Wackenhut 
Services Inc. should be included as “former” Rocky Flats workers, as defined in the Rocky 
Flats Work Force Restructuring Plan. 

In discussions with Jim Brown of the Building Trades Council on April 4, 1994, he 
suggested that January 1, 1992 be used as the start date for defining work force restructuring 
activities. He added that J.A. Jones and the Building Trades Council should be involved in 
any consmction-type activities during the NCPP. 

In discussions with Jim Vissar of the Guards Union on April 5, 1994, he did not have an 
opinion regarding the start date for defining work force restructuring activities relative to the 
Guards Union as they have not yet been impacted by work force restructuring. He also 
stated that it is likely work force restructuring will impact their union in the future. The 
NCPP should continue to stay in contact with the Guards Union on appropriate future issues. 

On April 5, 1994, Dave Navarro of the Steelworkers Unions suggested that January 1,1992 
could be used as the s m  date for defining work force restructuring activities relating to their 
union. 

Recommendation: It is recommended that January 1, 1992 be used as the start date for 
defining work force restructuring activities and that the pool of people who should be 
considered as “former” Rocky Flats workers consist primarily of previous Rocky Fiats 
workers (back to January 1, 1992) who have been laid off or retired and current Rocky Rats 
workers who are “at risk” of being laid off in the foreseeable future. 

(10) References: Meeting minutes of Human Resources Subcommittee - February 15, 1994 

Human Resources Subcommittee Issue 3 June 7, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What are the training requirements for the private operator’s activities? Who is 
responsible for training? 

Issue Number: 4 (3) Due Date: 4/21/94 

Subcommittee Lead: Frank Yakiich 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Mark Haupt 

Issue Statement: Relative to training the Stage I1 cleanup/production workers, training 
requirements will be developed and implemented by the private operator as appropriate for 
each worker classification. These requirements will be based on applicable regulations 
identified by Department of Energy @OE)/Rocky Flats Field Office, Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation, and state and federal regulators for each stage of the project. 

Background: Training requirements for the private operator’s activities at the beginning of 
Stage II will mainly be guided by DOE Orders and regulatory requirements. During Stage II, 
the DOE training requirements will transition to requirements guided by state and federal 
regulators for any private operator doing similar activities. 

Discussion: Workers hired to perform the Stage II cleanup activities will consist mainly of 
displaced Rocky Flats workers. These workers will have to meet certain minimum 
qualifications before they are hired. This includes certain minimum qualifications pertaining 
to training. As such, any training required beyond these minimum qualifications will be 
administered by the private operator prior to commencement of work activities. Specific 
training requirements for Stage 11 of the project will be identified prior to the end of Stage I. 

0 
Recommendation: Convene a short-term working group to identify the training 
requirements for each stage of the project. This subcommittee should consist of: 

EG&G Performance Based Training 
BNFL Inc. 
EG&G FM&O 
DOE-RFO Training 

This issue is considered closed. 

(10) References: None. 

Tom Harriman 
Mark Haupt 
Paul Golan 
Dennis Oba 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

( 1)  Issue Title: How will workers be transitioned from Stage I1 to Stage III? 

(2) Issue Number: 5 (3) Due Date: 6/6/94 

(4)  Subcommittee Lead: Barbara Wade, DOE 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Mike Hargreaves, DOE 

(6)  Issue Statement: Since the contractor for Stage 111 may not be Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation (MSC), it has been suggested that some type of work continuation guarantees 
should be in place before Stage 11 workers are hired. 

(7) Background: In the past, when Management and Operating (M&Q) contractors change 
out, employees under the old contractor have had guaranteed continued employment with the 
new contractor (with the exception of key management personnel). It has been suggested 
that the Stage ID Request for Proposal (RFP) should contain some language similar to that in 
the past M&O contracts that either guarantees continued employment for current workers or 
language that would reward the successful bidder if it used Stage II National Conversion 
Pilot Project workers. 

(8)  Discussion: With changing work force requirements, it would be very difficult to 
guarantee continued employment for all current employees. However, consistent with 
Section 3161 of the National Defense Authorization Act, as well as the Rocky Flats Work 
Force Restructuring Plan, language could be included in the RFP that would give preferential 
treatment for hiring current employees, as well as former involuntarily displaced Rocky Flats 
workers. 

(9)  Recommendation(s): Include language in the RFP that would give preferential treatment 
for hiring purposes 10 current employees, as well as former displaced Rocky Flats workers. 
This would ensure that the Stage I1 workers would be given fust consideration for jobs with 
the Stage III contractor. 

(10) References: 1)  Section 3161 National Defense Authorization Act 
2) Rocky Flats Workforce Restructuring Plan 

Human Rcsources Subcommirrce issue 5 June 7 ,  1994 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HUMAN RESOURCES WORKING GROUP 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What percentage of workers to be hired will be Rocky Flats workers? 

Issue Number: 6 (3) Due Date: 4/22/94 

Working Group Lead: Frank Yaklich 

Working Group Issue Participants: Margaret DeGangi, Mary Ellen Amaral, Marty 
Dondelinger, Mike Hargreaves, Dennis Wise, David N a v m ,  Frank Yacklich, Mark Haupt 

Issue Statement: How many Rocky Flats workers will be hired compared to workers 
from places other than Rocky Flats? 

Background: Since the beginning of the project, it has been stated that laid-off or at-risk 
Rocky Flats workers would be considered first to fill the National Conversion Pilot Project 
jobs, if qualified. 

Discussion: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation intends to hire as many laid-off or at-risk 
Rocky Flats workers as possible for the available jobs. 

Recommendation: This issue is closed. 

(10) References: 1) Work Force Restructuring Plan. 
2) Sec. 3161 National Defense Authorization Act. 

-. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What is the relationship between the unions and new employees? Will there 
be friendly atmosphere toward labor? 

Issue Number: 7 (3) Due Date: 4/22/94 

Subcommittee Lead: Frank Yaklich 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Margaret DeGangi, Mary Ellen Amaral, Marty 
Dondelinger, Mike Harpaves, Dennis Wise, David Navano, Frank Yacklich, Mark Haupt 

Issue Statement: The relationship between unions and new employees. 

Background: Initially, there will be no formal relationship between the current unions and 
the new employees. Federal Labor Laws will preside over any future union activities by 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation workers or subsequent private operations. 

Discussion: 1. The employees will be organized. 
2. The employees will not be organized. 

Recommendation: Let the employees decide this issue 
is considered closed. 

References: NA 

after they go to work. This issue 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1)  Issue Title: What effect will the National Conversion Pilot Project have on existing union 
workers at the Rocky Flats plant? 

(2) Issue Number: 8 (3) Due Date: 4/22/94 

(4) Subcommittee Lead: Frank Yaklich 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Total Committee 

(6) Issue Statement: Will the National Conversion Pilot Project impact the existing union at 
Rocky Flats? 

(7) Background The United Steelworkers of America members on the Human Resources 
Subcommittee feel that their union members will be supportive of the National Conversion 
Pilot Project. OK to proceed with Stage 11. 

(8) Discussion: 1. It will impact the unions. 
2. It will not impact the unions. 

(9) Recommendation: The conclusion is it will not impact the unions; OK to proceed with 

(10) References: NA 

Stage 11. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1 )  Issue Title: What retraining and transition assistance for Stage 11 and 111 will be received 
by the workers when they are laid off? 

(2)  Issue Number: 9 (3) Due Date: 4/22/94 

(4) Subcommittee Lead: Frank Yaklich 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Mark Haupt, BNFL, Inc. 

(6)  Issue Statement: The question concerns whether retraining or transition assistance will be 
offered to Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) or the National Conversion Pilot 
Project (NCPP) private operator workers when they are laid off following Stages II and m, 
similar to that offered to Department of Energy DOE)-Rocky Flats Office (RFO) contractor 
employees as defined in the Rocky Flats Work Force Restructuring Plan (Dated October 13, 
1993.) 

(7)  Background: Section 3161 of the FY1993 National Defense Authorization Act gives 
specific guidance to the DOE on work force restructuring and requires that a plan be prepared 
prior to any restructuring activities. The Rocky Flats Work Force Restructuring Plan 
responds to this requirement. This plan provides outplacement assistance and retraining 
options to those employees who leave Rocky Flats voluntarily or involuntady. 

As it relates to the NCPP, during Stage II, MSC will be a prime contractor to DOE-WO. 
During Stage III, the private operator will be leasing the facilities from DOE. 

Discussion: This question implies that workers will be laid off following Stages I1 and 111. 
This may or may not be the case. During Stage 11, it is assumed that MSC’s workers will be 
DOE workers, thus protected under Section 3161 of the FY 1993 National Defense 
Authorization Act, as would any DOE contractor. As such, DOE would be responsible for 
providing outplacement assistance and retraining options. 

During Stage 111, the private operator will act as an independent entity leasing facilities from 
DOE free from most DOE requirements, including Section 3161 of the FY1993 National 
Defense Authorization Act. As such, the private operator would be responsible for 
outplacement assistance and retraining options. Typically, companies provide some 
assistance in these areas should layoffs be necessary. This issue should be addressed in the 
Request for Proposal for the Stage 111 private operator. 

(8) 

(9) Recommendation: During Stage 11, DOE-RFO should be responsible for providing the 
outplacement assistance and retrluning options should they become necessary at the end of 
Stage 11. 

During Stage 111, the private operator should be responsible for providing any outplacement 
assistance and training options should they become necessary at any time during Stage III. 
Their plans to provide such assistance should be requested in the Rocky Flats for the Stage 
I11 operator. 

This issue should be considered closed. 

- (10) References: Rocky Flats Work Force Restructuring Plan, October 13, 1993. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Can the Department of Energy competitive process for Stage 111 include 
worker guarantees? (e.g., preference for former Rocky Flats workers) 

(2)  Issue Number: 10 (3) Due Date: 6/6/94 

(4) Subcommittee Lead: Barbara Wade, DOE 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Mike Hargreaves, DOE 

(6) Issue Statement: Since the contractor for Stage III may not be Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation (MSC), it has been suggested that some type of work continuation guarantees 
should be in place before Stage II workers are hired. 

(7) Background: Refer to Human Resources Subcommittee Issue No. 5. 

(8)  Discussion: Refer to Human Resources Subcommittee Issue No. 5. 

(9)  Recommendation(s): Refer to Human Resources Subcommittee Issue No. 5. 

(10) References: 1) Section 3161 National Defense Authorization Act 
2) Rocky Flats Workforce Restructuring Plan 

Human Resources Subcommittee Issue 10 June 7,  1994 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1)  Issue Title: (1) Will you provide training for Rocky Flats workers who do not already 
meet your job requirements? (2) Do you contemplate hiring workers from outside the Rocky 
Flats work force? (3) Do you expect to bring workers from elsewhere? (4) What numbers 
of workers do you expect to employ? (5) How many from Rocky Flats? (6) How many 
from elsewhere? (7) What provision will you make for health coverage for current Rocky 
Flats workers who may work for you? (8) Will current Rocky Flats workers be able to 
transfer their collective bargaining agreements intact to your operation? 

(2)  Issue Number: 1 1  (3) Due Date: 4/22/94 

(4) Subcommittee Lead: Frank Yaklich 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Margaret DeGangi, Mary Ellen Amaral, Marty 
Dondelinger, Mike Hargreaves, Dennis Wise, David Navarro, Frank Yacklich, Mark Haupt 

(6) Issue Statement: Eight questions concerning training, hiring practices, number to be 
hired, health coverage, and collective bargaining. 

(7)  Background: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) has provided most of the 
background for this issue. 

(8) Discussion: (1) MSC will provide some training over and above the minimum 
qualifications required for employment on the project. 
(2) MSC may hire from outside of Rocky Flats, but the majority will come from Rocky 
Flats. 
(3) There may be some management and consultant types from elsewhere. 
(4) MSC would expect to hire 150 to 200 for Stage II and up to 500 if all goes well in Stage 
111. 
(5) As stated in (2) above, the goal is the majority would come from Rocky Flats. 
(6) At this early stage there are no specific numbers for people that will be hired that are not 
Rocky Flats people, but as stated above, the majority will come from Rocky Flats. 
(7) MSC has a health care plan at Oak Ridge and the expectation is to have a similar plan for 
the NCPP. 
(8) The collective bargaining agreement will not transfer to MSC. 

(9) Recommendation: OK to proceed to stage I1 and I11 

(10) References: Answers to Human Resources Subcommittee Issues 1&2. 

e 
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SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE - ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY & HEALTH 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Gary Francis 

v 
' and projected brocessing of plutonium at Rocky Flats? 

' What does MSC mean when it savs in its Stakeholder Resuonse booklet (u. 11, ni. 0) 
that the radiation contained in some of its products will be'"exneme1y low level?" What 
quantity of the products described this way will contain long-lived radionuclides capable /I - 

11 df con&ninating the environment for rho&ands of years? 
15 
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If the regulators require RFP to be maintained as a “contiguous site under common 
control”, with RFO signing permit applications, how would this affect RFP project 
oversight? From air permitting standpoint, would this be an advantage? From a NPDES 
permit compliance standpoint, would this be a disadvantage? 
What relationships to other environmental permits are impacted? If NPDES and RCRA 
permit exceedances should occur and violation notices issued, how will disputes be 
resolved? 
Will preliminary permitting work bias the competitive nature of Stage I11 bidding from 
some companies which may have otherwise competed? Would this work have to be 
delayed until bidding for Stage III? 
How many pre-permit application activities can occur since the Stage in building 
occupants are not known? 

36 
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content of the Grand Jury report? (e%., How can MSC be sure it has access to all 
necessary information to make prudent business decisions since the Grand Jury reports are 
still secret? 
Will private operations generate more contamination and therefore require more cleanup? 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What is the A U R A  (as-low-as-reasonably-achievable) program for the 
private operator and how will it be enforced? 

Issue Number: 1 (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Karen Gerber 

Working Group Issue Participants: Marco Colalancia of BNFL, Inc., Mike Sullivan, 
Radiation Protection, and Bret Clausen, Industrial Hygiene and Safety, Bill Richardson, Me1 
Chew and Associates, Paul Psomas, DOE. 

Issue Statement: A concern exists that the private contractor that assumes control of 
radioactive and hazardous substances may not have the same motivation to ensure that 
exposure of government workers and the public remains ALARA. 

Background: Rocky Flats policy currently states that exposures to radioactive substances 
be As-Low-As-Reasonably-Achievable (ALARA). The ALARA in this case will be for 
worker exposures to both hazardous and radioactive substances. As long as both 
govemment workers and private contractor employees are required to participate in the 
established ALARA program, the concern does not exist. However, as the private contractor 
comes under different regulations, the potential for changes in the ALARA policy exists. 

Discussion: 

Option 1: The administration of the A U R A  Program could be provided within the 
contract for provision of site services. The Department of Energy (DOE) Orders and 
requirements would have to be met as would 10 CFR 835, resulting in a A U R A  Program 
similar to the currently established p r o m  requirements. Because this option will require 
policy across corporate lines, enforcement of this option will be extremely difficult for the 
organization providing the ALARA support services to the private contractor. The only 
advantage for the execution for this option is the program requirements would be consistent 
on site. 

Option 2: The private contractor would provide for the administration of the A U R A  
program internally during both Stages I and II. According to the current National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) plan, DOE Orders would need to be followed. During 
Stage III, this option presumes that the operations in the privatized building may be Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) (new) licensed, with no interaction with the site A U R A  
programs. If this is true, the orderly transfer of requirements from DOE Order to NRC 
regulations must be addressed by DOE and the private contractor, and be executed during 
Stage 11. 

Option 3: A phased-in approach would allow the gradual transfer of ALARA policies from 
those currently established through DOE order to those that apply to the private contractor. 
Following the start of Stage In, the ALARA program will be the ultimate responsibility of the 
new operator and will assume legal liability under either 10 CFR 20 or 10 CFR 835. 
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(9)  Recommendations: 

t The main drivers for the selection of one of the above options are preference of the private 
contractor, the identification of the origin of requirements (Le. DOE Order driven or other 
driver), and the cost of the option. Manufacturing Sciences Corporation will develop and 
administer the ALAR4 program for Stages I and II and during transition to Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) license in Stage III. The Department of Energy will oversee 
this program until the transition to an NRC license is complete. This program will be in 
accordance with 10 CFR 835 and the Radiological Control Manual. 

Stage I: The current ALARA Program as identified in HSP 18.01, "Radiation Dose 
Controls" will be used during Stage I for facilities characterization work. This program 
would apply to facility uranium contamination. The written ALAR4 Program applying to 
beryllium contamination in the facilities shall also be used in accordance with HSP 13.04, 
"Beryllium Protection." 

Stage n. Facilities cleanup shall follow practices as identified in the above procedures. If 
both uranium and beryllium contaminants are suspected to be involved during cleanup, 
ALAR4 values affording reasonably achievable protection to occupational workers shall be 
practiced. It is MSC's desire in this stage to transition these programs to MSC's 
administration during Stage II. 

Stage III: Private operations will use ALAR4 Programs, which are initially identified in 
licensing documentation statements as practiced under 10 CFR 20.1001 to 20.2402 for 
radiation dose control. In beryllium operations, A U R A  values shall be adopted 
commensurate with standard manufacturing industry practice for that contaminant. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 
XXXYes - No 

(10) References: 

1) DOE Order 5480.1 1, Radiation Protection for Occupational Workers 
2) DOE N5480.6, Radiological Control Manual 
3) 10 CFR 20.1001 to 20.2402 
4) 10 CFR 835; Occupational Radiation Protection 
5) EG&G Rocky Flats Health and Safety Practices (HSP) Manual 

. .  
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. NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will the private operator be integrated into the emergency preparedness 
program at Rocky Fats? 

Issue Number: 2 (3) Date Due: 4/12/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Karen Gerber 

Working Group h u e  Participants: Bob Kopplin of Emergency Preparedness and 
Chief Tim Parker of Fire Protection 

Issue Statement: A concern exists for the safety of all workers within the Rocky Flats 
site. Their cooperation with and participation in emergency preparedness exercises, drills 
and emergency situations is essential to the safety of all workers at Rocky Hats. 

Background: Currently, cooperation with and participation in exercises, drills and 
emergency situations is required of all employees. Recent state exercises have been 
successful because of the full participation of all employees. Also, emergency plans are 
being written for all operational buildings onsite and coordinated by the Emergency 
Preparedness organization. In addition, frre protection services and emergency response 
services should also be integrated with the private operator. 

Discussion : 

Option 1: The first option to integrate the private operator into the emergency preparedness 
program is to establish a conmctual agreement between the private operator and EG&G 
Rocky Flats, Inc. for provision of service. These ongoing services could include emergency 
services, fire protection, emergency preparedness programs, conduct of drills and exercises, 
and other purchased services. The cost of these services needs to be determined. The main 
advantage of this option is that the integrity of the current emergency preparedness program 
is maintained, and time is allowed to ensure an orderly nansfer of emergency programs 
throughout Stage II, if determined necessary. The disadvantage is that the cosx to EG&G for 
this service is not reimbursed during Stage 11. 

Option 2: The private operator can establish its own emergency preparedness program 
during Stage 11, which is in line with the existing Rocky Flats emergency preparedness plan. 
Although this option allows greater independence to the private operator, it is also much more 
costly and will probably require a significant amount of time for approval of the plan. This 
option would be better implemented during Stage III, if selected as the prefened option. The 
actual provision of emergency services and fire protecrion would still need to be defined, so 
that other Department of Energy-owned structures and site workers are not jeopardized by a 
less prompt response. 

Option 3: Use existing "host" program and follow the provisions agreed to under contract. 
This is a slight modification to Option 1, as it allows the private operator to use fully 
approved and existing emergency preparedness programs and to provide staff to work the 
issues. This is generally a less costly option and would lend itself well to the current Stage II 
criteria, as well as allow the private opentor additional time to prepare an effective emergency 
preparedness prognm to be used in Stage 111. 
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(9) Recommendations: The private operator can best be integrated by establishing a 
contractual agreement between the private operator and EG&G for provision of service. 
Services can be emergency planning, training, conduct of drills and exercises, and other 
arranged services. It is anticipated that EG&G will continue this service during Stage U, 
unless arranged otherwise by the Depamnent of Energy and Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation. Integration of the private operator into the emergency preparedness program at 
Rocky Flats will need to be reviewed and renegotiated prior to the beginning of Stage m. 
In order to ensure that responsibilities for emergency preparedness, fire protection and 
emergency services, which includes programs, resources, requirements, training, and 
participation in exercises and drills are well identified, a -randurn of Ammen1 (MOA) 
must be prepared and approved between the private operator, the landlord contractor, the 
protective forces contractor, and the Department of Energy. The MOA will be used to 
describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the parties. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
XXX Yes -No. 

(10) References: 

1) DOE Order 5500.1B, Emergency Management System 
2) DOE Order 5500.2B, Emergency Categories, Classes, and Notification and Reporting 
Requirements 
3) DOE Order 5500.3A, Planning and Preparedness for Operational Emergencies 
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(9) 

-NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What is tlie impact of private operations on the Rocky Hats Emergency 
Planning Zone? 

Issue Number: 3. (3) Date Due: 4/12/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: 

Working Group Issue Participants: Bob Kopplin, Emergency Preparedness 

Karen Gerber 

Issue Statement: A concern exists that the potential for unknown and uncontrolled 
hazards may increase with the change in operations in buildings designated for the National 
Conversion Pilot Project. 

Background: As operations at Rocky Hats are modified and/or expanded, the potential for 
the existence of unknown hazards increases, and possible emergency situations for which 
planning has not been developed also increases. Extensive preplanning and preparation are 
necessary to ensure that any hazards are controlled and included in emergency planning 
within the Rocky Hats Emergency Planning Zone (EPZ). 

It is believed that this issue ties into ES&H issue number 4, regarding the identification of 
private contractor employees as "government workers" or the "public". This issue has been 
resolved that these employees are considered "government workers," so that Emergency 
Planning Zone criteria are not affected. 

Discussion: The application for a radiological materials license by the private contractor 
for Stage 111 will include detaiIed definition of aI1 the materials and processes that will be 
used. The Maintenance and Operations (M&O) contractor will have this information to 
evaluate impact on the EPZ. & changes to this permit will require an amendment and the 
information pertaining to the change will be shared with the M&O contractor to assess EPZ 
impacts. 

Recommendations: DOE, EG&G, Wackenhut, and the private contractor would need to 
evaluate the processes and related potential hazards that the private operator would bring to 
the site. Approximately 90 days prior to the end of Stage 11, the private conmctor will 
provide a list of the types of chemicals and planned quantities to the Department of Energy. 
A hazards assessment would then be performed and a determination made on impact to the 
Environmental Planning Zone based on type and quantity of hazardous material used and 
produced. Likely, if the private operator does not exceed threshold limits of reportable 
chemicals under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, the impact on the EPZ will be 
negligible. This hazards assessment should be conducted as soon as possible within Stage II 
of the project. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

References: 
1) DOE Order 5500.lB, Emergency Management System 
2) DOE Order 5500.3A, Planning and Preparedness for Operational Emergencies 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

( 1) Issue Title: Will the workers of the private operator be considered "public"? If so, will the 
environmenfal risk assessments related to public exposure need to be changed? 

(2) Issue Number: 4 (3) Date Due: 4/12/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: Input was provided by Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation (MSC) to draft a position paper on the question of worker classification during 
the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP). 

(6)  Issue Statement: Will workers employed by MSC and its subcontractors during Stage 11 
of the NCPP be considered as "occupational or radiation" workers or members of the public? 
How will the employees of the successful bidder for Stage 111 be considered? 

(7 )  Background: A number of discussions have identified the potential that MSC and Stage I11 
contractor employees may have to be considered as "members of the public" during 
characterization, cleanup and recycling operations. Exposure limits of members of the public 
from normal operating condition and abnormal events are established based upon an 
individual located at the site boundary. If employees of a private f m  were to be considered 
as "members of the public," and the sire boundary were to be collapsed, the current Safety 
Analysis and emission standards for all of the plutonium buildings could be invalidated. 

(8)  Discussion: To determine if MSC employees, during Stage 71, and Stage 111 contractor 
employees would be considered as "members of the public" or "radiation or occupational 
workers," a review was conducted of the Code of Federal Regulations, the Colorado Code of 
Regulations, and Department of Energy (DOE) Orders for a definition of who is considered a 
"member of the public" versus "ndiation or occupational" worker. 

e 

DOE Orders 5400.4 describes a "member of the public" as a person who is not 
occupationally associated with the DOE facility or operations, i.e., persons whose assigned 
wcupaiional duties do not require them to enter the DOE site. Per DOE Order 5480.1 1, an 
"occupational worker" is either a DOE or DOE contractor employee, an employee of a 
subcontractor to the DOE contractor, or an individual who visits to perfonn work for in 
conjunction with DOE or utilizes DOE facilities. 

Under Colorado Code of Regulations a "member of the public" is any individual, except an 
individual who is performing assigned duties for the licensee or registrant involving exposure 
to sources of radiation. 

IR Stage II, MSC and its subcontractors would be radiation workers under the definition of 
DOE Orders. During Stage 11, MSC will be functioning as a contractor to the DOE, with 
DOE retaining ownership and control of the facilities. During Stage III, the contractor will be 
leasing the facilities from DOE and thereby utilizing DOE facilities. The contractor will also 
be licensed to operate the facilities by the State of Colorado. In both stages, the employees of 
MSC and the Stage 111 contractor would be "radiation or occupational" workers by definition. 

(9)  Recommendations: The employees.of MSC, and its subcontractor, will be considered as - "radiation or occupational" workers and not as "members of the public." During Stage II, an 
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effort will be mde to evaluate the possibility of classifying Stage III workers as "member of 
the public" without revisiting Safety Assessment Reports and Emergency Planning Zone 
documents. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: 
1) DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and the Environment. 
2) DOE Order 5480.1 1 ,  Radiation Protection for Occupational Workers. 
3) Colorado Code of Regulations, 6 CCR 1007-1, Radiation Control. 
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( 7 )  

(9) 

NATIONAL CONVERSION ILOT PROJECT 
S U E  SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFZTY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

. 

Issue Title: What are the training requirements for the private operators employees 
(emergency response and health and safety)? Who is responsible for providing emergency 
response and environmental safety and health training? 

Issue Number: 5. (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Frank Yaklich, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

Working Group h u e  Participants: Site Support Subcommittee; Karen Gerber of 
Safety, Safeguards, and Security; Bob Kopplin of Emergency Preparedness; and Chief Tim 
Parker of Fire Protection 

h u e  Statement: A concern exists for the safety of all workers within the Rocky Flats 
site. Training is required of current workers; training requirements for workers of the private 
contractor must be identified. 

Background: Currently, training for health and safety, emergency response, and other 
areas is required for all employees. As long as employees of the private contractor are 
considered occupational workers, this training will also be required. 

Discussion: Once the training requirements are agreed upon by the Department of Energy, 
Rocky Flats Field Office and the private contractor, the contractor will respond with a 
recommendation on how the rraining will be accomplished. Training will be the 
responsibility of the contractor. Related aspects of this issue are also discussed in 
Environmental Health & Safety Subcommittee Issue 2. 

Recommendations: The contractor should provide the most cost-effective training that 
meets the requirements. Any issues regarding provision of training may be negotiation with 
a mutual agreement among the responsible parties. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 
X X X Y e s  - No 

(10) References: None 
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a NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What impact will the operations of the private f m  have on other co-located 
site workers? 

(2) Issue Number: 6. (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: A1 Howard 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: Karen Gerber of Safety, Safeguards, and 
Security; Mike Sullivan of Radiation Protection; Bret Qausen of Industrial Hygiene and 
Safety; Bob Kopplin of Emergency Preparedness; Chief Tim Parker of Fire Protection; and 
Dr. Joe Furman of Occupational Health 

(6) Issue Statement: Concern was expressed regarding impacts on co-located workers that 
might result from private operations. 

Background: Stage I1 activities will be performed according to 10 CFR 835, the 
Department of Energy Orders, and exising Health and Safety Plans. Therefore, no adverse 
impacts are anticipated. Employees of the private contractor will share facilities with other 
government-contractor employees, such as parking spaces, cafeteria services, training and 
medical services. 

Discussion: Potential adverse impacts on co-located workers during Stage In are not 
anticipated. Please refer to the response for ES&H Issue No. 9. Additional support services 
for the small additional private contractor staff are not expected to be necessary as the site 
continues to implement workforce reduction. 

( 9 )  Recommendations: Adverse effects on health and safety of co-located workers are not 
anticipated. Existing site facilities and services have been adequate to support personnel 
working in those facilities designated in the NCPP during years of full production and it is 
expected that these same services will be provided at an equivalent level. Since these services 
are subsidized by federal funds, this issue will need to be re-examined prior to Stage 111, and 
access to these services must be addressed in a contractual agreement among the affected 
parties. 

(10) References: DOE Order 5480.1B Safety Analysis and Review for Non-Nuclear Facilities 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION -PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRQNMENTAL,SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Who will monitor the private operator's activities to ensure maintenance of the 
building safety envelope? 

Issue Number: 7 (3) Date Due: 4/12/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: R. Stagner 

Working Group Issue Participants: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, EG&G 
Operations, Department of Energy (DOE) 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: The safety envelope, which protects the workers and public, includes 
maintaining industriaVDOE health and safety standards, maintenance and operation of 
environment systems, health and safety surveillance, maintaining radiological controls, and 
emergency preparedness. 

Discussion: 

Option 1: During Stage I, EG&G will be responsible for maintaining the safety envelope 
and assuring that all work performed in the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) 
facilities is done in accordance with applicable DOE Orders, EG&G Level 1 procedures and 
applicabIe regulatory procedures and agreements. 

Option 2: EG&G continues to provide services described in issue section until the end of 
Stage II with negotiated agreement on services rendered from building baseline to private 
operator. 

The agreement implies that the private operator and its subcontractors adhere to existing 
primary contractor Level 1 procedures and DOE Orders and Management and Operators 
contractor agreement. 

The advantages of this option are: the infrastructure is in place to support the project, health 
and safety risks are minimized due to level of maturity in adapting to industry standards 
during cleanup, oversight by external agencies is simplified due to existing agreements, and 
employees iire trained under existing EG&G Level 1 procedures eliminating conflict over 
certification. 

The disadvantage is a possible cost increase with contractor and subcontractor training 
requirements needed per DOE Orders and EG&G Level 1 procedures. 

Option 3: A graded approach is taken in which each major discipline is identified and 
agreement re3ched between DOE and private operator on transition from DOE Orders to 
industry standards. 

The advantage is that the graded approach gives the private opentor time to mature under 
DOE Orders. The disadvantage is negotiations are lengthy and complex agreements result. 
There could be possible confusion as to responsibilities. 
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e Option 4: The NCPP facilities are turned over to the private operator at the start of Stage II. 
- 

The advantage is that the private operator has more control of their resources . The 
disadvantage is increased health, safety and environmental risk due to the private operator's 
lack of familiarity with the facilities. 

(9) Recommendations: Option 2 is recommended by the Environmental, Safety and Health 
Working Group because it allows the private operator to set up an infrastructure that can 
mature. This will minimize the risk to the health and safety of the workers and the public and 
maximize the protection of the environment. The Site Support Agreement will address the 
details of oversight. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 

, 

e, 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(I) Issue Title: Is importation of material a prerequisite to hiring workers and conducting 
private operations? 

(2) Issue Number: 8 (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: Frank Yaklich, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

(5)  Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

( 6 )  Issue Statement: Is importation of material a prerequisite to hiring workers and 
conducting private operations? 

(7) Background: A decision on whether to import scrap materid has not yet been made. 

(8) Discussion: The procurement process to be used during Stage I1 will allow us to determine 
whether importation of scrap material is necesssary to support viable manufacturing activities 
in Stage 111. 

(9)  Recommendations: This issue will be resolved prior to the decision to proceed to Stage 
111. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

Issue No. 18, and Environmental, Safety & Health Working Group Issue No. 10. 
(10) References: Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue No. 12, Business Plan Subcommittee 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) h u e  Title: Who will have jurisdiction over occupational safety and health issues until 
such time as the private operator is under Colorado Department of Health (CDH), 
Environrnentai Protection Agency (EPA), Nuclear Regulatoxy Commission (NRC), 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), and other jurisdictions? 

(2) Issue Number: 9 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: A1 Howard 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: Environmental Safety &Health Working Group 

(6)  Issue Statement: When does/wiII OSHA assume jurisdiction? 

(7)  Background: The D e p m e n t  of Energy (DOE) currently oversees all safety and heaith 
activities at the Rocky Flats Site. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration also 
has jurisdiction to oversee federal employees at Rocky Fiats. A Memorandum of 
Understanding between the Department of Labor and DOE provides DOE the authority to 
prescribe and enforce occupational safety and health requirements for its contractor 
employees. Executive Order 12196 requires all federal agencies to comply with the OSHA 
substantive requirements for federal employees. 

(8)  Discussion: The Department of Energy has the discretion to provide access authorization 
to Occupational Safety and Health Administration officials. Fuil access to federal contractors 
regarding OSHA's power of enforcement is planned by 1996, following passage of the 
OSHA Reauthorization Act. 

0 
(9 )  Recommendation: The DOE will continue oversight of the National Conversion Pilot 

Project contractor opendons until such time as the project becomes fully privatized, or until 
the OSHA Reauthorization Act becomes effective, whichever first occurs (by Stage In). 
Adoption of this recommendation alIows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

( 1) Issue Title: What rules and regulations cover the importation of contaminated materials? 
What regulatory agency will have oversight? Are these rules adequate? What additional 
criteria should be added? 

(2) Issue Number: 10. (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: Frank Yaklich, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

( 6 )  Issue Statement: The public is probably concerned that the importation of additional 
contaminated materials will increase the wastes that cannot be transported and disposed of 
offsite. 

-- 

(7)  Background: 

(8)  Discussion: A decision to import scrap (during Stage ID) has not yet been made. Should 
importation occur, such activity would be negotiated as discussed in Business Plan 
Subcommittee Issue No. 18, Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue No. 12, and 
Environmental, Safety & Health Working Group No. 10. These rules are sufficient to 
protect human health and the environment. 

(9) Recommendations: This issue is closed for the purposes of Stage II. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

( 1) Issue Title: Would private companies be required to participate in site drills and exercises? 

(2) Issue Number: 11 (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: Karen Gerber 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: Bob Kopplin, Emergency Preparedness and the 
Environmental Safety & Health Subcommittee 

(6)  Issue Statement: A concern exists for the safety of all workers within the Rocky Flats 
site. Their cooperation with and participation in emergency preparedness exercises, drills 
and emergency situations is essential to the safety of all workers at Rocky Flats. 

(7)  Background: Currently, cooperation with and participation in exercises, drills and 
emergency situations is required of all employees. Recent state exercises have been 
successful because of the full participation of all employees. Also, emergency plans are 
being written for all operational buildings onsite and coordinated by the Emergency 
Preparedness organization. In addition, frre protection services and emergency response 
services should also be integrated with the private contractor. 

(8 )  Discussion: All private companies are required to participate in site drills and exercises. 
Tnese responsibilities will be described in a Jvfemorandurn of I hdersranding (MOU). The 
MOU will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the 
parties. Please see additional related infomation in Environmental Safety & Health Issue 2. 

(9)  Recommendations: This issue is closed 

(IO) References: 
1) DOE Order 5500.1B; Emergency Management System 
2) DOE Order 5500.2B; Emergency Categories, Classes, and Notification and Reporting 
Requirements 
3) DOE Order 5500.3A; Planning and Preparedness for Operational Emergencies 

. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: During which stage, if ever, will the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) assume jurisdiction? 

Issue Number: 12 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A1 Howard 

Working Group Issue Participants: Environmental Safety &Health Working Group 

Issue Statement: When doedwill OSHA assume jurisdiction? 

Background: The Department of Energy (DOE) currently oversees all safety and health 
activities at the Rocky Hats Site. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration also 
has jurisdiction to oversee federal employees at Rocky Flats. A Memorandum of 
Understanding between the Department of Labor and DOE provides DOE the authority to 
prescribe and enforce occupational safety and health requirements for its contractor 
employees. Executive Order 12196 requires all federal agencies to comply with the OSHA 
substantive requirements for federal employees. 

Discussion: The Department of Energy has the discretion to provide access authorization 
to Occupational Safety and Health Administration officials. Full access to federal contractors 
regarding OSHA's power of enforcement is planned by 1996, following passage of the 
OSHA Reauthorization Act. 

Recommendations: The DOE will continue oversight of the National Conversion Pilot 
Project contractor operations until such time as the project becomes fully privatized, or until 
the OSHA Reauthorization Act becomes effective, whichever first occurs (by Stage In). 
Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What risks do personnel involved in the National Conversion Pilot Project at 
all stages face due to the actual presence and projected processing of plutonium at Rocky 
Flats? 

Issue Number: 13 (3) Date Due: 4/19/94, 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: None 

Issue Statement: What are the risks posed to workers in the National Conversion Pilot 
Project (NCPP) from the plutonium that is stored at Rocky Flats and from any future 
processing of plutonium or residues containing plutonium? 

Background: Each of the plutonium processing facilities at Rocky Flats has been subjected 
to a safety evaluation of the processes conducted within the facility. The safety evaluation is 
published in a Safety Analysis Report for each facility. The purpose of  a Safety Analysis 
Report is to determine the risk to employees working in the facility, the risk to employees 
working in nearby facilities, the risk to the general public offsite, and the risk to the 
environment from activities conducted in each facility. The safety evaluation takes into 
consideration the administrative and physical controls and barriers that must be in place to 
reduce risk to acceptable threshold levels determined by Department of Energy (DOE) 
Orders. 

When a new process is planned for a facility, a safety evaluation of that process must be 
conducted to determine the risk of pez-forming that process and also to determine the affect of 
the process on the overall risk of the facility. These safety evaluations are required by DOE 
Orders and Rocky Flats Standard Operating Procedures. 

Discussion: The risk of exposure to plutonium by those personnel working in National 
Conversion Pilot Project facilities has been evaluated from the standpoint of determining the 
risk of conducting operations in plutonium facilities, including those operations or processes 
resulting from the new Rocky Flats mission. This risk has been determined to be no greater 
than that for other radiation workers, and significantly less than that for plutonium workers. 
Plutonium quantities being processed are significantly less than when weapons production 
was in progress. As former production facilities, such as Buildings 371 and 771, are 
stabilized, risk will be further diminished. Plutonium currently stored and not being 
processed is contained in vaults and glovebox systems that are continuously monitored for 
fm protection and leakage. 

Recommendation: The storage and processing of plutonium in nearby plutonium 
processing facilities present negligible risks to personnel in the National Conversion Pilot 
Project. 

(10) References: 
1) DOE Order 5480.23, Nuclear Safety Analysis Reports 
2) DOE Order 5480.1B Safety Analysis and Review for Non-Nuclear Facilities 
3) Rocky Flats Plant Health and Safety Practices Manual 
4) Rocky Flats Plant Nuclear Safety Manual 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

- 

Issue Title: What does Manufacturing Sciences Corporation mean when it says in its 
Stakeholder Response booklet (p. 11, no. C7) that the radiation contained in some of its 
products will be "extremely low level?" What quantity of the products described this way 
will contain long-lived radionuclides capable of contaminating the environment for thousands 
of years? 

Issue Number: 24. (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: What is meant by "extremely low level" of contamination in recycled 
products and what quantity of products will contain radionuclides that could contaminate the 
environment? 

Background: Levels of contamination allowable in recycled products are yet to be 
established. Such levels will be set in conformance with criteria established by regulatory 
authorities duly authorized for each product type. 

Discussion: In general, it is expected that decontamination of scrap metal will occur 
before it is melted and becomes permanently trapped within the bulk metal. The level of 
radionuclides allowed as bulk contaminants will probably vary according to the application 
- e.g. waste containers may tolerate a higher level if the waste contained within them also 
contains radionuclides. The Nationd Conversion Pilot Project will input into the process 
whereby these levels will be defined, but will not control the process. 

The products made from radioactively contaminated scrap metal are not expected to 
contaminate the environment at all, let alone thousands of years. Since any radionuclides 
present will be entrained within the bulk metal, no products that could contaminate the 
environment are envisioned. Some of the products will contain radioactive waste that will be 
buried in approved, licensed repositories designed to prevent environmental contamination. 

Recommendations: Since the level of radionuclides allowable in metals recycled at Rocky 
Flats will be established in the radiological license that the Stage III contractor must obtain 
from the Colorado Department of Health, this issue is not a barrier to proceeding to Stage 11. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 
X X X Y e s  - No 

References: 
1)  10 CFR 71.47 and 71.87(i) 
2) 49 CFR 173.441 
3) NRC Regulatory Guide 1.86 
4) Application of Exemption Principles to the Recycle and Reuse of Materials from Nuclear 
Facilities, International Atomic Energy Agency, Safety Series No. 1 1  1-P-1.1, Vienna, 1992. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What is the status of the Los Alamos project to develop a real-time detection 
instrument for beryllium? What independent analyses exist of the effectiveness of this 
instrument? Does this instrument prevent exposure or only detect it as it happens? 

Issue Number: 15. (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: Describe the Los Alamos instrument used for real-time detection of air- 
borne beryllium contamination. 

Background: Beryllium monitoring has always been done after-the-fact due to limitations 
of detection equipment and low levels air-borne contamination allowed. 

Discussion: Los Alamos has developed the "LIBS" or Laser-Induced Breakdown 
Spectroscopy method for analyzing beryllium in air. The instrument has been field tested at 
the principal manufacturing plant for beryllium products, Brush-Wellman, Inc. of Eimore, 
Ohio. The instrument does not prevent exposure. It has the potential for alerting beryllium 
workers if the air in their work environment exceeds the allowable standards. Preventative 
actions can then take place. 

Recommendations: The LIBS method should be empioyed during Stage I1 in any clean- 
up operations that have potential for causing air-borne beryllium contamination. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: 
1) Environmentallv Conscious Manufacturin? of Beryllium; Stanck, P.U.; Cremers, D. A.; 
Castro, R. G.; Jacobson, L. A.; Los Alamos and Floyd, D. R., Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation, International Journal of Environmentally Conscious Design and LManufacturing, 
Volume 1, Number 2-4, pp. 1-10. 1992 
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e NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Will the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) apply to 
workers involved in this projected operation? 

Issue Number: 16 (3)  Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A1 Howard 

Working Group Issue Participants: Environmental Health & Safety Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: Will OSHA assume.jurisdiction? 

Background: The Department of Energy (DOE) currently oversees all safety and health 
activities at the Rocky Flats site. The Occupational Safety and Health Administration also has 
jurisdiction to oversee federal employees at Rocky Flats. A Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Department of Labor and the Department of Energy provides DOE the authority 
to prescribe and enforce occupational safety and health requirements for its contractor 
employees. Executive Order 12196 requires ail federal agencies to comply with the OSHA 
substantive requirements for federal employees. 

Discussion: The Department of Energy has the discretion to provide access authorization 
to Occupational Safety and Health Administration officials. Full access to federal contractors 
regarding OSHA's power of enforcement is planned by 1996, following passage of the 
OSHA Reauthorization Act. 

Recommendations: The DOE will continue oversight of the National Conversion Pilot 
Project contractor operations until such time as the project becomes fully privatized, or until 
the OSHA Reauthorization Act becomes effective, whichever first occurs (by Stage III). 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: Environmental, Safety & Health Working Group Issue Nos. 9 and 12. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Can the Department of Energy (DOE) obtain authorization ffom regulators to 
conduct pemitting in Stage 11 if the private company that wins Stage III contract may modify 
the application? 

Issue Number: 17 (3) Date Due: 3/14/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Steve Tarlton 

Working Group Issue Participants: 

Issue Statement: Pennits are anticipated for air emissions and radioactive materials 
handling. Both permits allow for change in operators, contingent on conforming to permit 
requirements and obtaining a permit modification. 

Background: The original National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) proposal maintained 
the same contractor for a l l  three stages. The Department of Energy Headquarters required 
competition of Stage 111, and this complicated the ability to obtain the required permits as a 
condition of Stage II. 

Discussion: Current plans for the facility indicate the need for air emissions permits and a 
Colorado Radioactive Materials License. At this time, hazardous waste permitting is not 
anticipated. Wastewater discharges will be thraugh the existing site National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System pemtit, and modification of the permit may be necessary, 
depending upon the characteristics of NCPP discharges. 

Recommendations: Resolution of this issue to greater detail is not required for Stage I 
feasibility. Permitting can proceed during Stage 11, as appropriate, but modifications of the 
permits may be necessary depending upon the Stage III contractor selected. 

Adoption of this recommendation allow the projecr. to proceed into the next stage. 

References: See also Environmental Restoration Subcommittee Issue responses No. 5, 
13, and 19. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SSUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Who has the ultimate authority to decide where Rocky Flats' regulatory 
boundaries will be placed for the National Conversion Pilot Project? 

(2) Issue Number: 18 (3) Date Due: 4/12/94 

(4)  Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

(5 )  Working Group Issue Participants: 

( 6 )  h u e  Statement: What are the criteria for determining Rocky Flats' regulatory boundaries 
and who makes the decision as to where the boundary is to be located? 

(7)  Background: Rocky Flats' boundaries are currently established by the physical area of the 
facility and the site buffer zone. The risk assessments for the Plutonium Operations facilities 
in the Safety Analysis Reports are based on the potential exposure to a "member of the 
public" (located at the site boundary) as a result of normal operations and postulated 
abnormal events. Also, allowable emissions from plutonium and non-plutonium facilities are 
established based on the potential exposure of an individual at the site boundary. 

(8)  Discussion: The National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) would have no impact on the 
location of  the site boundary unless it were determined that NCPP workers were "members 
of the public." In that event, the Department of Energy would have to evaluate whether the 
site boundary would need to be redefined. Environmental Safety & Health Issue #I4 
discussed in detail the issue of the classification of NCPP workers. Based on the 
determination that NCPP workers would be "occupational or radiation" workers, the site 
boundaries do not have to be evaluated for possible change. 

(9)  Recommendations: The Department of Energy would be the organization with the ultimate 
responsibility to make any changes to the site boundary; however, there is no need to change 
the site boundary as a result of the NCPP. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

1) ES&H Issue #4 
2) DOE Order 5480.23, Nuclear Safety Analysis Reports. 

(10) References: 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: For what issues do we need agreement from the Colorado Department of 
Health/Air Pollution Control Division for planning? 

(2)  Issue Number: 19 (3) Date Due: 5/2/94 

(4)  Working Group Issue Lead: Steve Tarlton 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: 

(6). Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7) Background: 

(8)  Discussion: The stages of the National Conversion Pilot Project operations planned to be 
integrated into current Rocky Flats operations will be discussed with the Colorado 
Department of Health (CDH), Air Pollution Control Division (APCD) on the basis of 
regulatory requirements and standards, regarding Regulation No. 3 specifically. Any issues 
that would possibly require specific agreement from the CDH, Air Pollution Control Division 
in the planning and implementation of this project will be identified during this interface. 

(9) Recommendations: Agreements that are required with the CDWAPCD will be identified 
during Stage I1 and the permitting process will be initiated. Further modifications may be 
required during Stage III after the private operator has been selected. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: Refer to the discussion in Environmental Safety & Health Subcommittee 
Issue No. 17. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKlNG GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Would there be separate air permits for National Conversion Pilot Project 
(NCPP) opentors? If not, how will compliance certifications, violations and penalties be 
resolved? 

(2) Issue Number: 20 (3) Date Due: 5/2/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: Steve Tarlton 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: 

(6)  Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: For NCPP Stages I and 11, the Department of Energy @OE)/Rocky Flats 
Field Office (RFFO) is not planning to prepare an application for a separate air emissions 
construction permit or Title V operating pennit for the NCPP operations. Compliance 
certifications will be made by the DOE/RFFO responsible official. Any possible violations 
and penalties associated with the NCPP operations will be resolved as they would for current 
Rocky Flats operations. For NCPP Stage 111, either existing Rocky Flats operating permits 
can be modified or a separate NCPP operating permit can be developed. 

Penalties can be levied on either the owner or operator regardless of the permit configuration. 
Agreements between DOE and operators should address specific arrangements where some 
overlap could occur. 

(9)  Recommendations: This issue does not appear to be a barrier to project feasibility, but 
some considerations should be made in DOE and operator agreements. The issue of separate 
permits will be addressed during Stage 11 with modifications being made during Stage III, 
after contractor selection, as necessary. 

Operations of the NCPP facilities will be in accordance with all required pennits during 
Stages 11 and III. The Colorado Department of Health has the authority to levy penalties on 
the owner andor operator should violations occur under any permit configurations. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

Issues 17 and 19. 
(10) References: Refer to the discussion in Environmental, Safety & Health Subcommittee 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Will assessment activities need to include Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and Colorado Department of Health (CDH) requirements, such as a pretreatment 
permit for discharge to Sewage Treatment Plant (STP); separate monitoring requirements for 
the sewage system to enable discharge to STP if pretreatment permit is not required; special 
building air permits; and assurances that all potable water connections to National Conversion 
Pilot Project (NCPP) buildings meet cross connections requirements, as well as the building 
system itself? 

(2) Issue Number: 21 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: 

(6) Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7) Background: 

(8)  Discussion: During Stage I, the National Conversion Pilot Project participant wilI prepare 
a n  Operational Assessment of the facility to identify deficiencies. Such deficiencies would be 
corrected during Stage II. Also, during Stage TI, any specid permits or permit modifications 
necessary for Stage 111 operation would be prepared. 

(9)  Recommendations: This issue is closed. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: If the regulators require Rocky Flats to be maintained as a "contiguous site 
under common control," with Rocky Flats Field Office (RFFO) signing permit applications, 
how would this affect RFFO project oversight? From air permitting standpoint, would this 
be an advantage? From a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System pennit 
compliance standpoint, would this be a disadvantage? 

Issue Number: 22 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Croup Issue Participants: 
.. . 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: 

Discussion: The issue of operating permits will be addressed as part of Stage 11 by 
working with Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, Department of Energy, and EG&G to 
identify those permits that require modification to accommodate the expected operating 
condition of Stage In. However, further modifications to the permits may be necessary after 
the Stage KII contractor has been selected. Stage II operations will be conducted under the 
umbrella of the existing permits. All operations in Stage II must be conducted in 
conformance with these permits. 

Recommendations: Review and modify the existing permits, as appropriate, including 
the Air Pollution and NPDES, based OR the expected operating conditions in Stage ID. 
Further modifications may have to be made after the Stage III contractor has been selected. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: See discussion of Environmental Safety & Health Subcommittee Issue 
Numbers 17, 19,20, and 21. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What relationships to other permits are impacted? If NPDES and Resource 
Conversation and Recovery Act permit exceedances should occur and violation notices 
issued, how will disputes be resolved? 

Issue Number: 23 (3) Date Due: 3/14/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: 

Discussion: The Cooperative Agreement between the Department of Energy and 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation contains language that establishes responsibilities 
during Stage II of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) with regards to compliance 
with permits. Namely, Article 25 of the Cooperative Agreement states, "The Participant shall 
be responsible for obtaining any necessary licenses and permits, and for complying with any 
Federal, State, Interstate, and municipal laws, codes, and regulations applicable to the 
performance of work. The Participant shall also be responsible for all damages to persons or 
property that occurs as a result of the Participant's fault or negligence,and shall take proper 
safety and health precautions to protect the work, the workers, the public, and the properry of 
others." 

The applicability of permits during Stage III will be reviewed during Stage II of the NCPP. 
Work towards revisions to the permits will be based on expected operating conditions during 
Stage III. Further modifications may be made after the Stage III contractor has been selected. 

Recommendations: The Cooperative Agreement establishes the responsibilities and 
liabilities of the Stage 11 contractor. Permits will be reviewed and modified as necessary 
during Stage IX based on expected Stage I11 operating conditions. Further modifications will 
be made when the Stage II contractor is selected. 

References: Cooperative Agreement (DE-FC34-94RF0733) between Manufacturing 
Sciences Corporation and the Department of Energy. 

- 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Will preliminary permitting work bias the competitive nature of Stage III 
bidding from some companies that may have othekse competed? Would this work have to 
be delayed until bidding for Stage Et? 

(2) Issue Number: 24 (3) Date Due: March 14, 1994 

(4)  Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: 

(6)  Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: During Stage 11, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation will prepare permits for 
Stage 111 operations. These permits will be modified, as necessary, by the Stage III 
participant. 

(9)  Recommendations: The operating conditions for Stage II will be sufficiently established 
that any work performed during Stage IJ, using the Stage I1 contractor, will not place any 
companies at a competitive disadvantage. 

Adoption of this recommenda&on allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1 )  Issue Title: How many pre-pennit application activities can occur since the Stage III 
building occupants are not known? 

(2) Issue Number: 25 (3) Date Due: March 24, 1994 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: 

(6)  Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: The operating conditions for Stage III are being defined during Stages I and 
II. This allows the existing pennits to be reviewed against these operating conditions and 
modifications to be made in advance. When the Stage III contractor is selected, it is expected 
that minor modifications will have to be made to the permits. 

(9)  Recommendations: Reviews and modifications of the existing permits can be made based 
on expected operating conditions in Stage ID. Further modifications to the permits will be 
made when the Stage III contractor is selected. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
XXX Yes - No 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What are the cost estimates by permit and what magnitude of permitting delays 
are expected? 

Issue Number: 26 (3) Date Due: 3/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: 

Discussion: Permitting delays are not expected until Stage III, if at all. The permits will 
be reviewed during Stage II against the expected Stage III operating conditions. At that time, 
cost estimates and schedule impacts can be evaluated. 

Recommendations: Review the existing permits during Stage 11 against expected 
operating conditions in Stage III. Evaluate the impacts on cost and schedule at that time. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
X X k Y Y e s  - No 

(10) References: None. 
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. NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: If National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) workers are classified as 
radiation workers and not general public, how will this affect responses to the previous 
questions? 

Issue Number: 27 (3) Date Due: 4/12/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: Input provided by Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation (MSC) to position paper on the question as to whether the MSC employees are 
"members of the public" or "radiation or occupational" workers. 

Issue Statement: What impact would classification of NCPP workers as "members of the 
public" have on DOE operations and on the NCPP? 

Background: During the operations of Rocky Fiats, all personnel located within the site 
boundary have been employees of the Department of Energy (DOE), its prime contractor, or 
a subcantractor to either DOE or the prime contractor. These personnel have been considered 
as "occuparional" workers who are aware of the risks associated with working at a DOE 
weapons facility and accept those risks. Measures are taken to ensure the health and safety of 
personnel who work at Rocky Flats. 

Members of the public, however, are not assumed to be voluntarily accepting these same 
risks and administrative and physical measures are taken to ensure that the risk to the public 
is minimized. These risks are calculated based on the potential for exposure to an individual 
located at the site boundary. This risk determines allowable emissions of radionuclides and 
other substances to the air and water during normal operations, as well as defining the 
administrative and physical controis needed to ensure the health and safety of the public in the 
event of an abnormal operating condition. 

Should the site boundary have to be reduced, the allowable emission during normal 
operations, and the administrative and physical controls established for abnormal conditions, 
would have to be reevaluated. The site boundary would only have to be reduced if the 
personnel employed by MSC, and the Stage I11 contractor, were considered as "members of . 
the public." 

Discussion: The issue of classification of employees of MSC, ana its subcontractors, 
during Stage 11, and the employees of the Stage 111 contractor, have been discussed in derail 
in Environmental Safety & Health Subcommittee Issue No. 4. Refer to that issue for the 
discussion. Since NCPP workers will be classified as "occupational or radiation workers" 
there wiII be no impact on DOE operations. 

Recommendations: Per the discussion of Environmental Safety & Health Subcommittee 
Issue 4, it is recommended that the employees of MSC during Stage II, and the employees of 
the Stage I11 contractor, be considered as "radiation or occupational" workers and not 
"members of the public." 

. 
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Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 
XXX Yes-No 

(10) References: 
1) ES&H Issue No. 4. 

, 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How would the private operator obtain security, fire, and occupational safety 
and health services? 

Issue Number: 1 (Part 1 of 3) (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Frank Yaklich 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: The provision of security, fxe, and safety and health services must be 
assured. 

Background: The use of Department of Energy-owned buildings by a private operator has 
never O C C U K ~  at Rocky Flats in the past. The type and extent of services and funding for 
the services must be determined by the private contractor and the Department of Energy, with 
agreement by the landlord contractor and the protective services contractor. 

Discussion: Security, fire, and safety and health services must be provided or obtained. 
Since the primary assumption is that these services will be provided in full by the landlord 
contractor during Stage I and the early part of Stage II, the only current option is the method 
of funding. 

Recommendations: The Department of Energy will bear the cost of necessary security, 
full fire protection services, and safety and health services as they relate to the buildings and 
contents. The National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP), under the Cooperative Agreement, 
will bear the cost of safety and health services as they relate to NCPP workers during Stages 
I and 11. 

In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a P/Iemorandum 
gf A m-eeme ny (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private contractor, the 
landloxd contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of Energy. The 
MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the 
parties. 

This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

(10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How would the private operator obtain occupational health and medical 
services during Stage III? How will roles be clarified? 

Issue Number: 1 (Part 2 of 3) (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Karen Gerber 

Working Group Issue Participants: Dr. Joe Furman of Occupational Health 

Issue Statement: How wilI occupational health and medical services be provided to the 
private contractor? 

Background: One of the primary concerns for employees of the private fm and their 
interaction with co-located employees is the availability and provision of health care and 
emergency services. 

Discussion : 

Option 1: Medical services may be provided internally by the private contractor (as the 
Occupational Health department provides for all EG&G Rocky Flats employees). This 
option is expensive, and the provision of additional and redundant medical space on site is 
not a cost-effective alternative for the private conrractor. 

Option 2: Medical Services may be purchased from another contractor. Wackenhut 
Services, Inc. purchases medical services from the EG&G Rocky Flats Occupational Health 
Depamnent. 

Option 3: Access to medical services may be negotiated as a part of an EG&G Sub- 
contract. Recently, J. A. Jones included medical services provided by the Occupational 
Health department in its contract with EG&G. 

Option 4: Medical services may be purchased from another health care provider, as long as 
all applicable laws, regulations and orders are observed. Also, since all the designated 
privatization buildings are beryllium buildings, surveillance for beryllium disease should 
continue. A major disadvantage with this option of care provided from an offsite source is 
that provision of emergency medical services must be considered because of distance, time 
and workplace accessibility. 

Option 5: A service charge, a flat fee or fee-per-service, may be levied on companies that 
are protected by the Occupational Health Department, whether they otherwise use those 
services. The use of this option may be the best option for both EG&G and the private 
contractor, when integrated with Option 4. Medical ethics dictate that any emergency brought 
to the Occupationd Health d e p m e n t  be treated whether a contract for sewices exists. 

Also, because of the special expertise involved in treating radiologically contaminated 
illnesses or injuries, and the handling the waste product of that treatment, rill subconrnct 
organizations now have contract language that states: "The Contractor Medical 
Department will handle all visitor cases of possible wound contamination and 
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personnel decontamination as referred to them by Radiation Monitoring. All 
wounds must be promptly reported to permit monitoring." 

(9) Recommendation: In order to ensure that responsibiIities for these services are weil 
identified, a Jvlemomndum o f Ameemenl (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the 
private contractor, the landlord contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the 
Department of Energy. The MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and 
responsibilities among each of the parties. 

This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending) 
(10) References: 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How would the private operator obtain watedwaste water and power during 
Stage III? 

Issue Number: 1 (Part 3 of 3) (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: W. F. Mohr 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: The provision of water/waste water and power during Stage IXI must be 
assured. 

Background: At present, utilities supplied to all facilities at Rocky Flats are from a 
common source, with metering provided for billing purposes at the point of entry to the site. 
Sewage is handed by a disposal plant on-sire. All utilities have costs associated at the 
specific buildings that are included in EG&G operating funds. All buildings associated with 
the National Conversion Pilot Project have individual water and elecmc meters installed. 
Natural gas mefen are installed on Buildings 444 and 883, and steam meters are installed on 
Buildings 444, 865 and 883. 

Discussion: Water, waste water and power must be provided. In accordance with the 
Department of Energymocky Fiats Field Office, these services will be provided in full by the 
landlord contractor during Stages I and II. These seMces will also include steam and natural 
gas. 

Recommendations: The private operator may be required to reimburse the landlord 
conuactor, or the Department of Energy/Rocky Fiats Field Office, for these services during 
Stage In under the terms of the lease agreement. Meters need to be installed during Stage I1 
for natural gas to Buildings 447 and 865 and steam to Building 447, unless the Stage 111 
contract calls for the Department of Energy to supply these services. The usage of meters for 
measuring building utilities would provide an accurate accountability for costs associated 
with this endeavor. Waste water or sewage service will continue to be provided by the 
disposal plant on-site, with billing based on water usage. 

In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a ~Vemorrindurn 
pi Ameernent (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private contractor, the 
landlord contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of Energy. The 
MOA Will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the 
parties. 

This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

(10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending) 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Who provides building maintenance until the private operator is under 
Colorado Department of Health, Environmental Protection Agency and Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission jurisdiction? 

Issue Number: 2 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: W. F. Mohr 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: The provision for continued maintenance must be assured during Stages 
I and II. 

Background: The use of Department of Energy-owned buildings by'a private operator has 
never occurred at Rocky Flats in the past. The landlord contractor is required to maintain the 
facilities on site in accordance with Depment  of Energy (DOE) Orders and directives. This 
is applicable to both corrective and preventive maintenance. 

Discussion: Maintenance of the facilities must be provided to maintain a safe environment. 
In accordance with the Department of Energymocky Flats Field Office, these services will be 
provided in full by the landlord contractor during Stages I and II. 

Recommend3tions: During Stages I and II, the landlord contractor will maintain overall 
control and responsibility for maintenance in accordance with DOE Orders and directives. 
Priorities for the buildings of concern will be incorporated into a site-wide priority system, 
with tracking and execution performed by the Maintenance Action Center. Emergency 
conditions will be handled in accordance with the approved work control program established 
by the landlord contractor. 

In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a Memorandum 
Qf Ameement (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private operator, the 
landlord contractor, and the Department of Energy. The MOA will describe actions, 
requirements and responsibilities among the parties. 

This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending) 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What are the Department of Energy operating costs for these buildings during 
Stages II and III? 

(2) Issue Number: 3 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: R. Stagner 

(5)  Working Group Issue Participants: J. Roberts, D. Wesrphal 

(6) Issue Statement: What are the Department of Energy (DOE) operating costs for these 
buildings during Stages II and ID. 

(7)  Background: During Stage I1 clean-up, it will be necessary for DOE to provide funding to 
EG&G Rocky Flats for support of the Manufacturing Sciences Corporation operations and 
handling of the waste generated during the clean-up. In Stage III it is assumed that the 
private operator will be financially self sufficient and will reimburse DOE for any operating 
costs it incurs. 

(8)  Discussion: In an April 18, 1994 letter to H. P. Mann, M. N. Silverman stated that 
EG&G should assume the same level of support for Buildings 444,447,865 and 883 in the 
foreseeable future as was provided in the Fiscal Year 1994 funciing. These costs are 
approximately $7.5 million for Buildings 44l and 447; and $7.0 million for Buildings 865 
'and 883. Since Building 865 is not currently in operation, a cost of $3.5 million (the same as 
Building 883 operating costs) is assumed. 

In addition, the referenced letter requested EG&G to estimate waste treatment, storage and 
disposal costs associated with Nationai Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) clean-up. For 
Buildings 865 and 883, these costs are estimated to be approximately $3.0 million by R. T. 
S tagner, 800 Area Operations manager, and $5.0 milIion for Buildings 444 and 447 by J. K. 
Roberts, 400 Area Operation manager. It must be noted that these estimates a e  extremely 
rough due to a lack of definition of the Stage II work scope. 

An  identification of the waste volumes IO be generated by clean-up activities is a deliverable 
under the Cooperative Agreement. At that time, a more accurate estimate of waste handling 
and disposal costs can be made. 

(9 )  Recommendations: EG&G currently estimates annual NCPP Stage I1 operating costs for 
Buildings 444,447, 865 and 883 are estimated to be approximately $14.5 million, with an 
additional $8.0 million required for waste handling and disposal. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
XXX Yes - No. 

(10) References: 
1) M. N. Silverman to H. P. Mann, General Funding Plan for National Conversion Pilot 
Project Buildings, April 18, 1994. * 

Support Scwices Issue 3 June 8, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Would control of private companies' employees (Le., badging prior to entry, 
vehicle searches, etc.) be required? 

Issue Number: 4 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: Are access controls for private companies' employees to be the same as 
current site employees? 

Background: None 

Discussion: With the decision that private companies' employees are not classified as 
members of the public, but are site employees, Department of Energy Orders concerning 
personnel access to secure facilities will be imposed for Stage 11 and most likely for Stage III. 
The site personnel access system must continue to function to support controls for Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and Department of 
Transportation regulations for packaging and shipment of hazardous materials, and for the 
protection of classified information, parts, tooling and gauges including the requirement for 
vehicle searches. 

Recommendation: Current management systems, controls and surveillances are provided 
by EG&G and Wackenhut Services Inc. This option immediately provides an operating 
security system, staffed with experienced personnel. Fees for senices provided will need to be 
negotiated through a Memorandum Of Agreement (MOA). 

A long-term option could be to increase the private operator's staffing to permit supporting 
required access controls. This is potentially lower cost for the private operator, but duplicates 
an existing service and will require close coordination and cooperation between contractors. A 
costbenefit analysis may be perfomed by the private operator to determine if this should be the 
long-term option. 

This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

( 10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending) 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will foreign nationals visiting or working with private companies be handled 
in accordance with Department of Energy Orders? 

IssueNumber: 5 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

(10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 

Issue Statement: What access controls will be imposed on foreign national visitors or 
workers? 

Background: Building 865 is currently the only building of those to transition to MSC where 
unescorted access by uncleared American subsidiary employees is possible. Foreign visitors will 
continue to require qualified escorts for access as described in the Building Security Plan. Ali 
other MSC buildings contain classified matter that will need to be dispositioned based on MSCs 
security capability, need, resource limitation and work priority, and on EG&Gs support role, 
mission assignment, funding availability and work priority before unrestricted access can be 
granted. 

Discussion: In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a 
Memorandum of Agxement (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private 
contractor, the landlord conmctor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of 
Energy. The MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among 
each of the parties. 

Recommendation: This issue is dosed, subject to completion of the MOA. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2) Issue Number: 6 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

(6)  Issue Statement: Are resources needed to control visitor access if all facilities and equipment 
remain as Department of Energy (DOE) property? 

Issue Title: Would access/visitor controls be required if the Department of Energy retains 
custody, control and jurisdiction of the real property used by the private operator? 

(7) Background: None 

(8)  Discussion: In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a 
M e m o d u r n  of Amemea (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private 
contractor, the landlord contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of 
Energy. The MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among 
each of the parties. 

(9)  Recommendation: This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

(IO) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 

- 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVXCES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2)  Issue Number: 7 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

(4)  Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

(5)  Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

(6)  Issue Statement: How will protective force roles and responsibilities for private companies 
be provided? 

Issue Title: What is the clarification of protective force roles and responsibilities for private 
companies (i.e., alarm responses, enforcing traffic regulations, etc.)? 

(7) Background: None 

(8)  Discussion: Clarification will be provided as memoranda of understanding are negotiated and 
potential issues with Wackenhut Serrices 1nc.k contract are resolved with Rocky Flats Field 
Office. Initial services will most likely be provided by EG&G and Wackenhut Services Inc. for 
Stage I and II until the private operator can assess service performance and cost. 

f In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a Memorandum o 
Ueernent (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private contractor, the landlord 
contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of Energy. The MOA will be 
used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the parties. 

( 9 )  Recommendation: This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

(10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What are the potential overlapping functions 
contracts for security services? 

Issue Number: 8 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

in the event that a private company 

Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: What are the potential overlapping functions in the event that a private 
company contracts for security services. 

Background: None 

Discussion: In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a 
Memom ndum of A m  emen1 (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private 
contractor, the landlord contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of 
Energy. The MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements, and responsibilities among 
each of the parties. 

e Recommendation: This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

(10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What are the liability issues in event of property damage or personal injury? 

Issue Number: 9 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: What liability does Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) assume in 
the event of property damage or personal injury? 

Background: None 

Discussion: The liability of these issues should be to the same level of the current site 
contractors, since MSC personnel will be considered as site employees and will be subject to 
current safety and security indoctrinations and requirements and to state worker compensation 
laws in the event of injury. 

Price-Anderson Act requirements will most likely be imposed for avoidable costs relating to 
property damage and accountability unless specific memorandum of understanding agreements 
can change or compensate for this federal law. 

Recommendation: Normal business practice as it relates to a federal facility should be 
followed. There should be no additional liability issues regarding property damage or personal 
injury on a industrial hazardous operation site. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PXLOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What are the roles of local law enforcement agencies relative to private companies 
(ie., will local law enforcement agencies have jurisdiction)? 

Issue Number: 10 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: How will the roles of local law enforcement agencies relative to private 
companies be defined? 

Background: None 

Discussion: In Stages I and 11, as a Department of Energy (DOE) prime contractor, 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) will follow current site procedures, going through 
Rocky Flats Field Office (RFFO) for local law enforcement support. This interface is established 
so that government entities control, and jurisdictional boundaries are maintained. When the 
transition to a private company occm, interfaces to the private company, site contractors and 
RFFO will need to be defined. 

In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a &lernorandurn 
Bgreement (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private contractor, the land 
contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of Energy. The MOA will be 
used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the parties. 

Recommendation: This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

(10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2)  Issue Number: 1 1  (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Issue Title: What, i f  any, are the protective force responsibilities to responh to the alarms of 
the private companies located on Department of Energy property? 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

(5)  Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

(6)  Issue Statement: How wilI protective force responsibilities in resccnse to the alarms of 
private companies located on Department of Energy property be defined? 

(7)  Background: None 

(8) Discussion: In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a 
Mernoranm of AFerneny (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private 
contractor, the landlord contractor, the protective foxres contractor, and the Department of 
Energy. The MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among 
each of the parties. 

(9 )  Recommendation: This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

(10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 
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NATXONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

h u e  Title: What are the Rocky Flats Fire Department's responsibilities for em-rg 
response to private companies' buildings, including legal issues? 

Issue Number: 12. (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Karen Gerber 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee and Chief Tim Parker 
of Fire Protection 

Issue Statement: A concern exists for the safety of all workers within the Rocky Flats 
Site. The protection of personnel and property is of utmost priority. The prompt response of 
Fire Protection to emergencies is essential to the safety of all workers at Rocky Flats. 

Background: Although operations will be performed by a private contractor, the buildings 
will still be owned by the Department of Energy. It is therefore necessary that the Rocky 
Flats Fire Department continue to provide emergency response to these buildings. 

Discussion: In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a 
Memorandum of Ap-eement (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private 
contractor, the landlord contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of 
Energy. The MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among 
each of the parties. 

Recommendations: This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 

e 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will costs for site services such as medical exams, respirator training and 
fitting, etc., be borne? 

Issue Number: 13. (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Frank Yaklich 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: The costs of site services, such as medical exams, respirator training, 
and fitting, and others must be identified, planned and funded. 

Background: The use of Department of Energy-owned services by a contractor for 
privatized operations has never occurred at Rocky Rats in the past. The type and extent of 
services provided and funding for these services must be detennined by the private contractor 
and the Department of Energy, with agreement by the landlord contractor and the protective 
services contractor. 

Discussion: Site services must be provided or obtained. Since the primary assumption is 
that these services will be provided in full by the landlord contractor during Stage I and the 
early part of Stage 11, the only current option is the method of funding. 

In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a Memorandum 
of Ameement (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private contractor, the 
landlord contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of Energy. The 
MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the 
parties. 

Recommendations: This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

(10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Who will bear the cost if participant needs repairs or additional construction in 
Individual Hazardous Substance Sites - utilities, for example? 

Issue Number: 14 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: None. 

Issue Statement: How will the existence of Individual Hazardous Substance Sites 
(IHSSs) affect any needed facility modifications that may be required to support the National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP)? 

Background: The buildings proposed to be used in the NCPP contain MSSs. There are 
also MSSs that Iie outside of these buildings that might be on the right-of-way for 
modSications needed to support the NCPP. 

Discussion: The Individual Hazardous Substance Sites located inside of the buildings in 
areas where activities in support of the NCPP are likely to occur have already undergone 
extensive characterization. These areas are mostly former waste drum storage areas. They 
were not designated as MSSs due to the known release of hazardous substances, but rather 
due to the potential for a release. Most of these areas were inactive at the time they were 
designated as IHSSs. Characterization was performed to verify the presence or absence of 
any hazardous substances. If hazardous substances are absent then no further action would 
be required in these areas. If hazardous substances are present, then further cleanup of the 
inside building IHSSs would be performed in Stage II of the NCPP. 

Individual Hazardous Substance Sites located in the vicinity of the NCPP facilities are not 
expected to pose an obstacle to activities within those facilities. All of the NCPP facilities are 
completely serviced by the utilities required to support all stages of the NCPP. However, 
should the need arise to perform a modification, such as the instaIlation of additional utilities 
or an upgrade, the project can be designed and implemented in a manner which minimizes 
any interaction with an MSS. The MSSs are limited in size and no NCPP facility is 
completely encompassed by a combination of one or more IHSSs such that access to the 
facility is Completely resmcted. 

The costs of performing modifications in NCPP facilities is currently being negotiated 
between Department of Energy (DOE) and Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) for 
Stage II and will be documented in a Memorandum Of Agreement (MOA) binding on DOE, 
MSC, and EG&G. This MOA will delineate the responsibilities of all parties, including 
financial responsibilities, for the maintenance and improvement of the NCPP facilities. 

Recommendations: Individual Hazardous Substance Sites, either inside or outside of 
NCPP facilities, will not impact the ability of the NCPP conmctor in performing needed 
facility modifications and upgrades. This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

e References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will timely performance of EG&G site support services be assured? 

Issue Number: 15 (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A.E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: 

Issue Statement: How will timely performance of Site Support Services be assured? 

Background: None. 

Discussion: In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a 

contractor, the landlord contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of 
Energy. The MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among 
each of the parties. 

For those support services to be provided by Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, it will 
hire qualified workers or sub-contractors to ensure that the services are provided in a timely 
manner. For support services to be provided by EG&G, the MOA and the inclusion of the 
National Conversion Pilot Project on the site priority list will ensure the timeiy performance 
of services. 

of Amemeht (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private 

Recommendations: This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

(10) References: (1) See also Site Support Working Group Issue Response Number 2. 
(2) Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement 
(Pending) 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1)  Issue Title: How will EG&G accommodate the private operator's space needs when there 

(2)  Issue Number: 16 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

(4)  Working Group Issue Lead: A.E. Tome 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: 

is a current shortage of space on site? 

(6)  Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7)  Background: None. 

( 8 )  Discussion:' The facilities that are part of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) are 
primarily manufacturing facilities with limited office space. These facilities have an 
inadequate amount of space to resolve any shortage of office space that might exist. There 
are some office areas within these facilities that will be utilized by Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation (MSC) and their subcontractors during Stages I and II and the private operator 
during Stage ID. Any space needs iequired by MSC over and above that available in the 
NCPP facilities will have to be requested through the Department of Energy (DOE). The 
DOE will allocate space based upon need and availability. 

and their subcontractors. Any additional space requirements will be determined by DOE 
based on need and availability. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed to the next stage. 

(9) Recommendations: The office space within the NCPP facilities will be utilized by MSC 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What priority does the equipment, furniture and property have if it is not to be 
used now (before it is "made available" to the private operator), and should it be used for 
other defense programs and environmental management mission requirements before it is 
used for National Conversion Pilot Project or economic development? 

Issue Number: 17 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: W. F. Mohr 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: Should personal property, equipment and furniture be offered to other 
federal organizations prior to being made available for the National Conversion Pilot Project 
(NCPP)? 

Background: Code of Federal Regulations Title 41, Subpart 101-43.3 (Utilization of 
Excess) outlines the disposal process for federal agency property identified as not being 
required for its needs and the discharge of its responsibilities. The normal disposal process, 
which can take up to five years, includes a Department of Energy-wide screening, federal- 
wide screening, donation screening and, finally, sale. Code of Federal Regulations Title 41, 
Subpars 101-43.313 Wse of excess personal property on cooperative agreements) provides 
guidance for transferring property to "other organizations" involved in cooperative 
agreements. The Hall amendment to the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1994 may apply. This amendment provides a less onerous mechanism for transfer of 
property and equipment. 

Discussion: Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC34 94RF00733, signed by Manufacturing 
Sciences Corporation and Department of EnergyEocky Flats Field Office, provides the 
guidelines associated with property management. 

Recommendations: The Department of Energy (DOE) will provide the necessary space, 
office furniture and equipment as quickly as possible after award of the ageement. Some 
equipment (copy machines and facsimiles) is assigned on a general use basis and may not be 
for the exclusive use of the participant. A listing of DOE provided property and space 
(Appendix F of the Cooperative Agreement) will be determined during Stage I of the NCPP 
employing a joint inventory process involving Department of EnergyEocky Flats Field 
Office, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. and the participant. The listing developed during this 
inventory process will be recognized in this Cooperative Agreement as Appendix F. All 
deletions or changes to the list of DOE provided property and space must be documented in 
writing and approved by the DOE Contracting Officer or a representative. 

Adoption of this recommendation will allow the project to proceed into the next stage. 
X X X Y e s  - No. 

(10) References: 
1) Cooperative Agreement, DE-FC34 94RF00733 
2) 41 CFR 101, Federal Property Management Regulations 
3) Hall Amendment to the National Defense Authorization Act of 1994 
4) Environmental Restoration Subcommittee Issue No. 17 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will EG&G account for all property to be used by the private operator 
during Stages I and 11, and how will this be documented in the agreement? 

Issue Number: 18 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: W. F. Mohr 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: Accountability of personal and sensitive property must be assured 
during Stages I and II. 

Background: The use of Department of Energy-owned buildings and property, both 
personal and sensitive, by a private operator has never occurred at Rocky Flats. Department 
of Energy (DOE) Property Management Regulations (41CFR101) require that federal 
property be protected from loss, theft, damage, and misuse. EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. has. 
established a property management system to comply with DOE regulations. 

Discussion: Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC34 94RF00733, signed by Manufacturing 
Sciences Corporation and the Department of Energy/Rocky Flats Field Office, provides the 
guidelines associated with property management. 

ofemeemerx (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private contractor, the 
landlord contractor, the protective forces contractor and the Department of Energy. The 
MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the 
parties. 

Recommendations: This issue is closed, subject to completion of the MOA. 

In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well idenuied, a Memorandurn *- 
(10) References: 

1) Cooperative Agreement, DE-FC34 94RF00733 
2) 10 CFR 600.1 17, Financial Assistance 
3) 41 CFR 101, Federal Property Management Regulations 
4) EG&G Property Management Manual 
5) Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending) 
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SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Will the Stage III real estate lease need language on emergency services, 
utilities payment, liability due to nearby Resource Conservation and Recovery Act sites, 
special clearances, generai employee training, building indoctrinations, and other 
requirements to an occupant in the 400 and 800 limited area or a site worker? If yes, how 
will this be administered? 

(2)  Issue Number: 19 (3) Date Due: 5/5/94 

(4)  Working Group Issue Lead: D. Westphal 

(5)  Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

(6 )  Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7)  Background: Due to the physical proximity of emergency services, the physical 
constraints of utility services and the interaction of EG&G Rocky Flats personnel during the 
Stage II cleanup, it will be necessary to define these activities. 

(8 )  Discussion: The cleanup activities of Stage II will provide valuable experience in the 
administration of site services between multiple contractors at Rocky Flats. The way in 
which these services are administered and the party responsible for providing those services 
wiI1 be established through a Memorandum of Agreement {MOA) among EG&G Rocky 
Flats, Inc., the Department of Energy, Wackenhut Services, and Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation during Stage 11. For Stage m, a new MOA will be entered into by the 
Department of Energy, the Rocky Flats prime contractor, the security contractor, and the 
private operator. The Memoranda of Agreement for both Stages II and 111 will cover all of 
the areas of the issue title. 

( 9 )  Recommendations: The Memoranda of Agreement for Stages II and III will establish the 
mode of conducting business at Rocky Flats during the course of the Na5onal Conversion 
Pilot Project. The MOAS will address all of the areas identified in the issue title. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
_XXXYes - No. 

(10) References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will the "enclave issue," meaning that the private company will be 
surrounded by Rocky Flats facilities, be resolved? 

Issue Number: 20 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A.E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: None. 

Discussion: The National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) will be conducted in facilities 
that are islands within the total structure of Rocky Flats. The activities of the NCPP are 
homogenous in that all of the facilities will be subjected to the same set of regulations, i.e. 
Department of Energy (DOE) Orders and State and Federal Regulations. Also, it has been 
previously determined in Environmental Safety & Health Working Group Issue 4 that the 
workers employed by Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) during the NCPP would 
be considered as "radiation or occupational" workers, the same designation as current Rocky 
Flats workers. Therefore, the set of DOE Orders and State and Federal Regulations are 
applicable to all of DOES contractors. 

In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a &lemora& 
gf A ~ e e m  (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private contractor, the 
landlord contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Department of Energy. The 
MOA will be used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the 
parties. 

Recommendations: The fact that the NCPP facilities =e surrounded by Rocky Flats 
facilities that will be operated by EG&G does not present an "enclave issue." The facilities 
will be operating under a consistent set of regulations with the full cooperation of all other 
organizations at Rocky Flats. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed to the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 

- .  
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

lssue Title: Should the Department of Energy be concerned and informed regaraing Personnel 
Security Assurance Program (PSAP) issues that affect private companies? 

Issue Number: 21 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: Will the Personnel Security Assurance Program (PSAP) affect private 
companies? 

Back ground: None 

Discussion: PSAP applies to personnel processing Category 1 and 2 levels of Special Nuclear 
Material. This should not be an issue with Manufacturing Sciences Corporation since the highest 
category it is to process is Category 4. It will, however, need to comply with the Workplace 
Substance Abuse Program (WSAP) that is imposed on all Department of Energy contractors. 
Compliance is necessary to minimize the insider threat to personnel who have access to classified 
material or threats to systems that contain or process hazardous/radioactive materials. 

In order to ensure that responsibilities for these services are well identified, a Memorandum 
AFeernea (MOA) must be prepared and approved between the private contractor, the landlord 
contractor, the protective forces contractor, and the Depamnent of Energy. The MOA will be 
used to describe actions, requirements and responsibilities among each of the parties. 

Recommendation: This issue is closed, subject to the completion of the MOA. 

References: Site Support Services Agreement Memorandum of Agreement (Pending). 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: The Tempest Program could require additional emphasis due to close proximity of 
private operations. Will risk assessments need to be performed? Who will evaluate results to 
determine impact on Department of Energy (DOE) security posture? 

Issue Number: 22 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participant: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statements: Will Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) be required to protect the 
classified electronic information it will control and the classified electronic information that 
current site contractors possess from unauthorized disclosure? WiIl risk assessments need to be 
performed by EG&G? 

Background: The Tempest Progrp is used to determine if electronic data processing devices 
emit electronic signals that can be intercepted by other electronic equipment and to institute and 
manage a system that will prevent unauthorized access to classified and sensitive data. 

Discussion: It is the intent of the National Conversion Pilot Project to eliminate the need for 
classified operations as soon as possible. Until declassification occurs, MSC, in conjunction 
with DOE, EG&G and WSI, will institute appropriate controls. 

Recommendation: This issue is closed. 

(10) References: None. 

.. i 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SJTE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will the Protected Distribution System (PDS) be evaluated for impact? 

Issue Number: 23 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: How will classified data transmission be secured from people withoyr a 
need to know that information in and around Building 883? 

Background: The PDS is an electronic data system for transmission of classified information 
between the Central Computing Facility and various users on the Rocky Flats site. The main 
trunk for all signals is routed through Building 883 and is currently protected through a system 
of physical barriers, detection elements, procedural requirements and personnei controls. 

Discussion: As this area is opened to unescorted uncleared access, changes in the security 
configuration will be necessary to maintain the site's capability to continue to manage the Special 
Nuclear Material Inventory and the classified design and information database. The least costly 
and shortest implementation is to encrypt the signal at the source and de-encrypt the signals at the 
destination to eliminate the need for the PDS transmission lines. An alternative is to install tamper 
indicators and upgnde conduit lines in areas where future operations could permit access by 
personnel 
intrusion. This is expected to be more costly and take longer to implement, but is a viable option 
if the encryption option cannot be attained. The most costly option, taking the longest to 
implement, is to relocate the current PDS out of Building 883 without encryption, but 
incorporating other state-of-the-art security features. Finally, application for a Department of 
Energy (DOE) Headquarter's exception to permit access by cleared personnel a having a need 
to know could be made. This would require that those people accessing Building 883 have 
appropriate security clearances, and could be an interim solution if encryption is delayed. 

Recommendation: Appropriate controls of classified information be provided by EC&G and 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation until PDS is removed. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

, 

having a need to know this information and continually survey the area for 

XXX Yes - No 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

( I )  Issue Title: Will a reevaluation take place of Technical Security Countermeasures (TCM) 
program due to private companies' operations? 

(2)  Issue Number: 24 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

(4)  Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

(5)  Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

(6)  Issue Statement: What impact will there be to the Technical Security Countermeasures (TCM) 
Program due to private companies' operations. 

(7)  Background: The TCM Program is used to determine if unauthorized access to classified 
matter is attempted, in process, or has occurred. Surveillances are conducted of meeting areas, 
offices, manufacturing areas, and process areas for electronic, optical and electro-mechanical 
devices that gather information. 

(8) Discussion: This issue is resolved with Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) 
compliance with the appropriate DOE Orders. DOE Order compliance is necessary to prevent an 
increased risk in the potential Ioss of information to unauthorized personnel. 

(9 )  Recommendation: Continue with the plan to have MSC comply with DOE Orders. Reevalu 
the issue for Stage III of the National Conversion Pilot Project. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 

Support Scrvices Issue 24 June 8, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Would a restriction on types of electronic equipment be necessary for private 
company? 

Issue Number: 25 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: This issue is the same as Site Support Subcommittee, Support Services 
Working Group Issue No. 22, The Tempest Rogram and Issue Number 24, Technical Security 
Countermeasures (TCM) and the responses for those issues apply to this question. 

Background: None. 

Discussion: See Site Support Subcommittee, Support Services Working Group Issue No. 22. 

Recommendation: See Site Support Subcommittee, Support Services Working Group Issue 
No. 22. 

Adoption of this recommendation aIIows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

( I )  Issue Title: How will a private operation function with the Operational Security (OPSEC) 
Program? 

(2)  Issue Number: 26 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

(6) Issue Statement: Will Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) be required to comply 
with Operational Security (OPSEC) Department of Energy (DOE) Order requirements? 

(7) Background: None 

(8) Discussion: With the decision by DOE Headquarter's Security Affairs that all contractors will 
comply with DOE Orders, the requirements of the OPSEC program will be imposed on MSC at 
least during Stage II. There are significant criminal and financial penalties for failure to 
implement adequate control of Unciassifed Controlled Nuclear Infonnation. This control is 
necessary to preclude unauthorized information transfer to other countries interested in acquiring 
or improving their nuclear capability. 

Recommendation: Continue with the plan to have MSC comply with DOE Orders. (9)  

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Is the fact that private companies may be occupying site space adjacent to 
Department of Energy security areas a Foreign Ownership Control or Influence (FOCI) concern? 

(2) Issue Number: 27 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

(5 )  Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

(6 )  Issue Statement: See title. 

(7) Background: None 

(8) Discussion: This issue was resolved at Department of Energy (DOE) Headquarters with the 
issuance of a favorable determination, permitting Manufacturing Sciences Corporation access to 
the site. Any other private companies requesting access to DOE €acilities will also be subject to 
FOCI review before access can be granted. 

( 9') Recommendation: Adopt Headquarters resolution for the National Conversion Pilot Project. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
XXXYes - No 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

SUPPORT SERVICES WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will ownership and management of nuclear material be administered under 
the agreement? 

Issue Number: 28 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: Lew Richey 

Working Group Issue Participants: Site Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: Who will own and manage the nuclear material currently on-site, and how 
will future material transfers be managed? 

Background: Current quantities of depleted uranium are under inventory control and are 
controlled to the one-kilogram level. This material is in EG&Gs inventory for which it is 
accountable and for which EG&G maintains management systems for transfer to and from other 
off-site Nuclear Material Accounts. 

(8) Discussion: The most viable option is to license the private operator in Stage III in Colorado to 
possess, process, package and ship nuclear material. This makes the private operator 
accountable for the material under its control and transfers management responsibility from 
EG&G. Having EG&G retain accountability will increase administrative costs and create 
needless conflict between the contractors. Rocky Flats Field Office, while able to perform an 
oversight management of nuclear material, does not have the resources to directly manage or 
administer the detail necessary to perform transfers and therefore would not be a viable 
al temative. 

.- 
(9)  Recommendation: Have the private operator qualify as a nuclear material handler in the State 

of Colorado, specifically depleted uranium, and transfer appropriate quantities of Rocky Flats 
nuclear material to them. (Stage I11 issue.) 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
=Yes N o  

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
IS!3UE RESPONSE SHEET 

( 1) Issue Title: How does the National Conversion Pilot Project fit into the Site-Wide 
Environmental Impact Statemm (EIS)? 

(2) Issue Number: 28 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Leaid: S. M. Nesta 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: 

(6)  Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: The proposed Rlixky Flats National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) would 
not prejudice the outcome of the Site-Wide EIS but rather would potentially facilitate the 
development of the dternativeis section of the EIS. 

(9)  Recommendations:. This issi.ie is discussed in detail in Public Outreach Subcommittee 
Issue No. 12. This issue is cliosed. 

(10) References: 
1) 40 CFR 1506.1 
2) 10 CFR 1021.211 
3) 10 CFR 1021.212 
4) Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue No. 12 
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NATIONAL, CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) action is needed for a Stage 
El lease? 

(2) Issue Number: 29 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: S. M. Nesta 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: 

. ( 6 )  Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7 )  Background: 

(8)  Discussion: National Envirmmental Policy Act compliance documentation for Stage III 
will be initiated in Stage II and should consist of an in-depth project description and an 
Action Description Memorandum (ADM). The ADM review would result in either a 
Categorical Exclusion, a stand-alone Environmental Assessment, a stand-alone 
Environmental Impact Statement, or evaluation of the National Conversion Pilot Project 
activities in the Site-Wide Environmental Impact Statement. 

( 9 )  Recommendations: Pursue an Action Description Memorandum to determine the 
necessary level of NEPA documentation for Stage Ill. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

e 
(10) References: 

1) DOE Order 5440.1E 
2) See also Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue No. 12 for discussion of NEPA 
considerations. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What provision is being made for an Environmental Assessment, including 
public participation in such? 

(2)  Issue Number: 30 (3) Date Due: 5/3/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: S. M. Nesta 

(5) Working Group Issue Participants: 

(6)  Issue Statement: See issue title. 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: See Environmental, Safety & Health Subcommittee Issue No. 29 and Public 
Outreach Subcommittee Issue No. 12. 

(9)  Recommendations: This issue is considered closed. 

(10) References: 
1) 1ocFR 1021 
2) Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue No. 12 
3) Environmental, Safety & Health Subcommittee Issue No. 29 

Environmental, Safety & Health Issue 30 June 8. 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: If private company's employees are defined as members of the public for 
Stage III, will this affect calculation of distance from each point source of air pollution to 1.he 
site boundary for Air Pollution Emmission Notices, the construction permit application and 
operating permit? 

(2 )  Issue Number: 31 (3)  Date Due: 4/26/94 

(4)  Working Group Issue Lea.d: A. E. Tome 

(5)  Working Group Issue Participants: None. 

(6)  Issue Statement: Will considering National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) workers as 
"members of the public" affect air emission calculations and other Rocky Flats permits? 

(7 )  Background: None. 

(8)  Discussion: The issue as to whether NCPP workers would be considered as "radiation or 
occupational workers" or "members of the public" has been discussed in depth in 
Environmental Safety & Health Subcommittee Issue ##. The conclusion, based on 
Department of Energy Orders and Colorado Depamnent of Heaith regulations, was that 
NCPP workers would be considered as "radiation or occupational" workers for all phases of 
the NCPP. 

(9)  Recommendations: Given that NCPP workers will be considered as "radiation or 
occupational" workers, there is no affect on the air emissions calculations or on any other 
Rocky Flats permit. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

e 

XXX Yes-Nio 

(10) References: 
1) ES&H Issue ii4 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: With National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) participants being a Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission licensee, wouldn't NCPP employees be considered radiation 
workers for the purposes of promulgated workplace protection standards? 

Issue Number: 32 (3) Date Due: 4/26/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: None. 

Issue Statement: Will the NCPP workers be considered as radiation workers? 

Background: None. 

Discussion: Environmental Safety & Health Subcommittee Issue ##4 provided a detailed 
discussion as to whether the NCPP workers would be considered as "radiation or 
occupational" workers or as "members of the public." The conclusion, based on Department 
of Energy Orders and Colorado Department of Health regulations, was that the NCPP 
workers would be considered as "radiation or occupational" workers for all phases of the 
NCPP. 

Recommendations: The NCPP workers will be considered as radiation workers for the 
purposes of promulgated workplace protection standards. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the projects to proceed into the next stage. 

References: 
1) ES&H Issue #4 

Environmental, Safety & Health Issue 32 June 8, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: How will site visits by the general public be handled if the National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) workers are classified as radiation workers? 

(2)  Issue Number: 33 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Leald: A.E. Tome 

(5 )  Working Group Issue Participants: None. 

(6) Issue Statement: How will site visits by the general public be handled? 

(7) Background: None. 

(8)  Discussion: Because the NCPP workers will be classified as radiation workers (refer to 
ES&H issue #4), the current site boundaries will be maintained into the forseeable future. 
Currently, any visitor to Rocky Flats must be authorized to enter the site by an employee of 
EG&G, the Department of Energy (DOE), or a subcontractor to EG&G or DOE. During 
Stages I and I1 of the NCPP, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation will be operating as a 
subcontractor to DOE. They will therefore be allowed to authorize visitors to enter the Rocky 
Flats site. 

Even after visitors are authorized to enter Rocky Flats, there are resmctions and controls on 
where visitors are authorized to go and what they are allowed to do. Visitors, with proper 
authorization, are allowed unrestricted access to unrestricted areas of the site. These are 
mostly administrative areas where hazards do not exist. To access a production area, a 
visitor would have to be accompanied by a qualified escort who is thoroughly familiar with 
the safety and emergency procedures at Rocky Flats and is familiar with the hazards 
associated with a particular facility. 

During Stage 11, actions such as declassification will take place to enable easier access by 
inspectors and visitors to see tjhe buildings, observe cleanup progress and eventually monitor 
manufacturing operations. 

(9 )  Recommendations: Visitor ixcess to Rocky Flats will not be affected by the designation 
of NCPP workers as radiation workers. 

Adoption of this recommedation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 
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0 NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Does the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) apply to this project? 
How? 

Issue Number: 34 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: None. 

Issue Statement: Does the NEPA process apply to the National Conversion Pilot Project 
(NCPP)? 

Background: None. 

Discussion: Stage I involves planning only, and a NEPA evaluation is not required for 
this activity. An integrated NEPNComprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) evaluation of Stage II of the NCPP is planned. A pending 
Secretarial policy statement would identify the NEPA process as redundant to the CERCLA 
process, and no longer required. In that case, the Stage I1 Interim Measurehterim Remedial 
Action would incorporate NEPA values, and utilize the CERCLA public involvement 
process. A NEPA evaluation will be conducted in Stage II for manufacturing activities. 

The NEPA requirements for Stage III of the NCPP are addressed in Environmental Safety & 
Health Subcommittee Issue #29. 

Recommendations: This issue is closed. 

(10) References: 
1) DOE Order 5440. lC, National Environmental Policy Act. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL S,4FETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSiUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How can we be sure it is safe to bring new workers onto the site without 
knowing the full content of the: Grand Jury report? (e.g., How can Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation be sure it has access to all necessary information to make prudent decisions since 
the Grand Jury reports are still secret?) 

Issue Number: 35 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

Working Group Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Working Group Issue Participants: None. 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: 

Discussion: The results of thie Grand Jury investigation are confidential. Unless and until 
they are made public, any facts contained therein cannot be made available to Manufacnrring 
Sciences Corporation (MSC). However, since the Grand Jury investigation, Rocky Flats 
has undergone numerous environmental, health and safety audits by independent oversight 
organizations. The recommendations of these organizations has resulted in sweeping 
changes and improvements to Environmental Safety & Health programs at Rocky Flats. 

In addition, MSC has owned and operated il facility in Oak Ridge, Tennessee that is very 
similar to the buildings it will operate as parr of the National Conversion Pilot Project. The 
company has developed its own operating policies, procedures and standards that will ensure 
that activities conducted in these facilities by MSC are performed in a manner that protects the 
environment, the public and workers employed by MSC. 

The improvements in the overall safety culture at Rocky Flats, a new awareness to safety on 
the part of Rocky Rats employees, the importation of MSC safety standards from their 
existing operations, and the viigilant oversight of Department of Energy, the Colorado 
I l epmen t  of Health, and the Environmental Protection Agency will ensure the protection of 
the environment and the health and safety of the public and the work force. 

Recommendations: The conifidentialiry of the Grand Jury investigation findings will not 
prevent the National Conversion Pilot Project from being conducted in a manner that ensures 
the protection of the environment and the health and safety of the public and the work force. 

Adoption of this recommendalion allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
X X X Y e s  - N O  

References: None. 
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(1) Issue Title: Will private operations generate more contamination and therefore require 
more clean up? 

(2) Issue Number: 36 (3) Date Due: 5/10/94 

(4) Working Group Issue Lead: F. Yaklich 

(9 )  

NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ENVIRONMENTAL, SAFETY AND HEALTH WORKING GROUP 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Working Group Issue Participants: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, Site 
Support Subcommittee 

Issue Statement: The contamination involved in a private operation versus the 
contamination involved in doing nothing is the concern. 

Background: The buildings and equipment are contaminated to various levels from 
extended use over a period of many years. 

Discussion: Private operations will not generate more contamination; in fact, 
contamination will be reduced and minimized by Stage II efforts. The Lease Agreement and 
permits for Stage III operations will require restoration of the facility to conditions existing at 
the end of Stage II cleanup activities. 

Recommendations: The private operations will not create additional contamination. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed to the next stage. 

(10) References: None. 

? =-. 
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SITE SUPPORT SUBCOMMITTEE - SITE SUPPORT WORKING GROUP 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Gary Francis 

companies h a t e d  or; DOE property? 
What are the Rocky Rats Fire Department's responsibilities for emergency response to the 
private companies' buildings, including legal issues? 
How will costs for plant services such as medical exams, respirator training and fitting, 

* 

etc., be borne? 
Who will bear the cost if uarticiuant needs repairs or additional construction in MSSs - d 
utilities for example? 
How will timely performance of  EG&G site suppon services be assured? 
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How will a private operation function with the Operational Security (OPSEC) program? 
Is the fact that private companies may be occupying plant space adjacent to DOE security 
area a FOCI concern? 

25 Would a restriction on types of electronic equipment be necessary for private companies? 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What are the criteria for cleanup of the buildings prior to private operations? 

Issue Number: 1 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Fitch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton- Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: What are the criteria for cleanup of the National Conversion Pilot 
Project (NCPP) buildings prior to private operations under the NCPP? 

Background: The Colorado Department of Health and Environmental Protection Agency 
participants have sought these criteria for a long time. 

Discussion: The potential cleanup standards for use in the NCPP have been prepared in 
draft and distributed to the Environmental Restoration Subcommittee for review. A copy 
of the draft cleanup standards is attached to these issue papers. Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation is developing a work plan to identify existing NCPP building contamination 
through characterization surveys, which will be used to identify the contaminants of 
concern for the particular NCPP facilities. The Department of Energy prepared a draft 
Preliminary NCPP Economic Development Buildings and Surrounding Areas Potential 
Contaminants of Concern Characterization in December 1993, known as Table 1. A copy 
is attached. Cleanup standards adopted for identified contaminants of concern will be 
included in the NCPP Interim Measureflnterirn Removal Action. 

The participant, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, has taken the draft information under 
advisement and is evaluating the use of individual contaminant values in the Facility 
Cleanup Plan. All appropriate regulatory orders, procedures, policies, ex., which will be 
utilized for the overall NCPP Cleanup effort, will be discussed in the NCPP Interim 
Measureflnterirn Remedial Action, available for public review at the beginning of Stage II, 
should the project proceed. 

Recomrnenda tion: The Environmental Restoration Subcommittee recommends this issue 
be closed. 

(10) References: Unknown. 

Issue 1 June 8,1994 Environmental Restoration Subcommittce 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Who is responsible for cleaning up existing contamination and abating 
hazards in the buildings? 

NOTE: See Issues No. 8 and No. 9 

IssueNumber: 2 (3) Due Date: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: M. Coldancia 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British 
Nuclear Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton- Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: Who is responsible for cleaning up existing contamination and abating 
hazards in the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) buildings for NCPP use? 

Background: The relationship between the Department of Energy and Manufacturing 
Sciences Corporation (MSC) is defined in the Cooperative Agreement. 

Discussion: The Department of Energy, as owner, will retain ultimate responsibility for 
the cleanup of all of the NCPP facilities and for abating any hazards associated with them. 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation will be responsible for the identification and 
correction of all hazards and contamination during Stage I1 in a manner that will comply 
with all cleanup standards agreed so by the Department of Energy, Colorado Department of 
Health, and the Environmental Protection Agency. The private operator for Stage III will 
be expected to operate a safe healthy work place in compliance with all environmental and 
occupational regulations, and return the facilities in a condition at least as clean and as safe 
as recorded through an Environmental Baseline to be conducted at the end of Stage 11. The 
Depanment of Energy will be responsible for remediation of residual contamination after 
completion of Stage I11 as necessary to prepare the buildings for their final end state. See 
Issue No. 8 for a discussion of remediation of under building contamination. 

Recommendation: The Environmental Restoration Subcommittee recommends this issue 
be cfosed 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement 

Environmental Restoration Subcomrnittcc Issue 2 June 8, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
.ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Will there be a costbenefit analysis on the options of sealing the buildings 
versus conducting decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) to allow for alternative 
uses as proposed by the National Conversion Pilot Project? Who will conduct it? 

IssueNumber: 3 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: M. Colalancia 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British 
Nuclear Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton- Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: Will there be a costbenefit analysis performed on the options of sealing 
the buildings versus conducting D&D operations to allow for alternative uses as proposed 
by the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) and who will conduct these analyses? 

Background: A cost/benefit analysis is a major constituent in the evaluation of 
alternatives with respect to the choice of 3 certain course of action. The decision to initiate 
NCPP at Rocky Flats was made to study the feasibility of economic conversion at 
Department of Energy sites. A preliminary costbenefit study of the NCPP itself is a Stage 
I deliverable of the Cooperative Agreement. 

Discussion: The cost/$enefit analysis of sealing the buildings versus conducting D&D 
operations to allow for alternative uses as proposed by the NCPP will not be performed as 
part of the planned NCPPactivities. The NCPP program was initiated by the Secretary of 
Energy as a pilot program to determine the feasibility of conducting economic conversion 
of defense production facilities and to identify the policies and procedures, costs and 
actions necessary to successfully accomplish economic conversion. The NCPP is designed 
to investigate the feasibility of economic conversion and could gather actual cost data and 
information necessary to perform the suggested analysis. This analysis could be performed 
after the completion of the NCPP. 

In Appendix .A of the Cooperative Agreement, a cost%enefit analysis is described and is to 
be performed during Stage I, providing a comparison of the costs of building containers 
from contaminated and uncontaminated steel. Separate estimates will be made for 
beryllium and depleted uranium. The alternative analysis will deveiop projected costs for 
Stages II and III, including facility operating costs in Stage 111. This analysis is scheduled 
to be completed during Stage I within 60 days of award. 

The NCPP Stages I and 11 Cooperative Agreement Program Management Pian does not 
include an analysis of building cleanup economic conversion costs versus the safe standby 
deactivation and long-term operations and maintenance costs. The cost data gathered 
during the NCPP could be utilized as input for this analysis. 

Recommendation: The Environmental Restoration Subcommittee recommends that the 
option of sealing the buildings be included in the final costbenefit analysis to be conducted 
in Stage 11. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement DE-FC34-94RF00733, April 1, 1994. 

Environmental Restontion Subcommittee Issue 3 June 8, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Will the Cooperative Agreement contain a provision giving priority to cleanup 
compliance over building operation? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 7 ,  No. 12, and No. 15. 

lssue Number: 4 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Rtch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton- Colorado Department of Health, M. Hestmark 
- Environmental Rotection Agency 

Issue Statement: Will the agreements, which cover the National Conversion Pilot Project 
(NCPP) Stage I, Stage II and Stage 111 activities, contain provisions to give priority to the 
Interagency Agreement (LAG) remediation activities over NCPP activities? 

Background: The Cooperative Agreement covering the NCPP Stages I and I1 has been 
signed. A Stage III agreement with the private operator will be used for the NCPP 
operational effort. 

Discussion: Article 3 1 of the Cooperative Agreement specifically addresses interferences 
and gives priority to Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) actions and LAG 
remediation activities over the NCPP Stage I1 activities. The Environmental Protection 
Agency (SPA) has stated that it will not recognize NCPP activities as valid reasons for the 
granting of extensions to IAG Remediarion Milestones. A similar clause should be 
incorporated into the Stage III agreement to provide for situations where interferences may 
arise between the LAG remediation and NCPP Stage III activities. A preliminary report, 
which looked at the potential for interferences between the NCPP economic conversion 
building interim reuse cleanup and operational activities and the IAG remediation 
activities, found potential for interference with planned cleanup activities to be minimal. 

It is important for Manufacturing Sciences Corporation in Stage I1 and the private operator 
in Stage I11 to remain fully cognizant of all of the IAG remediation activities, that could 
cause interference problems, and to adjust their schedules and/or to develop “work- 
arounds” to alleviate or avoid such situations. 

Recommendation: A clause such as Clause 3 1 in the Stage III agreement giving RCRA 
actions and the IAG remediation activities priority over the NCPP activities needs to be 
included in the Stage III lease conditions. The Environmental Restoration Subcommittee 
recommends this issue be closed. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement 

Environmental Restontion Subcommittee Issue 4 June 8,1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What are the Department of Energy, state and Environmental Protection 
Agency regulatory controls for hazardoushadioactive materials and waste during cleanup 
and private operation? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 6, No. 13 and No. 19. 

(2) IssueNumber: 5 (3) DateDue: May 16, 1994 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Etch 

(5) Subcommittee h u e  Participants: N. Hutchins -EG&G, M. Colalancia - Britich Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

(6) Issue Statement: What are the Department of Energy (DOE), state and Environmental 
Protection Agency @PA) regulatory controls for hazardous and radioactive materials and 
waste that will be in effect during the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) building 
Stage I1 characterization and cleanup efforts and the Stage III operational efforts? 

(7)  Background: The utilization of the Interim Measurefinrerim Removal Action (IWRA) 
process for NCPP has been a point of discussion for some time and DOERocky Flats Field 
Office has recently agreed to utilize this process for the NCPP effort at Rocky Flats . This 
IM/IRA process is often referred to as the NCPP IM/IRA. The Environmental Protection 
Agency and Colorado Department of Health have agreed that the process will not result in 
enforceable milestones. 

0 
(8) Discussion: The Interagency Agreement (IAG) IM/IR4 process will be used for the NCPP 

building Stage I1 characterization, cleanup and hazard abatement activities. 

The articles and items listed below are portions of the Cooperative Agreement that identify 
state and federal laws, DOE Orders, directives, executive orders and any other applicable 
codes, ordinances, regulations, requirements, etc. to be referenced and followed during the 
appropriare Stage 11 implementation efforts: 

Article 32, Regulatory Compliance 
Article 38, Applicable Rules Regulations and Requirements 
Appendix A, Project Management Plan (PMP), paragraphs 2.9 and 2.10, and 
Appendix D, Orders and DirecGves Applicabie to the DOE National Conversion Pilot 
Project. 

All of these Stage I1 implementation activities will be accomplished by Manufacturing 
Sciences Corporation (MSC) utilizing the NCPP IM/IRA process under the cognizance of 
DOE. This IMnR4 process will be used to plan and execute the characterization and 
cleanup activities for a particular NCPP building or facility during Stage 11 per the 
provisions of Appendix A to Cooperative Agreement. The NCPP IMnRA Work Plan will 
contain a Characterization Work Plan and a Facility Cleanup Plan, which will define the 
process. Manufacturing Sciences Corporation will function as DOE'S contractor in Stage 11, 
working within the regulatory framework in piace in the NCPP buildings, and as required 
by the NCPP IM/IRA process. e 

~~ 
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During the Stage III operational undertaking, the private operator would operate 
independently in accordance with the normal state and federal regulatory oversight 
accorded to similar commercia4industrial endeavors that take place in the State of 
Colorado. Additionally, DOE will incorporate wording into the Stage I11 agreement with 
the private operator that will allow DOE, as well as the Environmental Protection Agency 
and Colorado Department of Health, to monitor the activities of the private operator and to 
initiate appropriate corrective and/or stop work measures as necessary to protect the general 
public and the environment. The Stage I11 private operator will be required to obtain all of 
the appropriate permits, licenses and applicable financial assurance cemficates. In order to 
prevent inordinate delays from occurring between the end of Stage 11 and the beginning of 
Stage 111, MSC, during Stage 11, may initiate the appropriate state licenses and permit 
applications required for the Stage III operations. These permits and licenses may be 
transferred to the private operator for Stage 111, if this private operator is not MSC. 

(9) Recommendation: An Ih4/IRA process will define the Stage IX hazards assessment, 
characterization and associated corrective measures, and will provide the acceptance 
criteria to be used. The Stage 111 agreement will identify that the private operator will 
operate under the direct cognizance of the state and federal regulatory agencies. The 
Environmental Restoration Subcommittee recommends that this issue be closed. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement. Business Plan Subcommittee Issue Response No. 
18. 

June 8,1994 Environmental Restoration Subcornmime Issue 5 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 
ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Can an Interim Measurellnterim Removal Action (IM/IRA) provide for 
environmental characterization of each building and any land use restrictions? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 5, No. 13 and No. 19. 

(2) IssueNumber: 6 (3) DATE DUE: 5/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Fitch 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Coldancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: Can an IM/IRA provide for environmental characterization and cleanup 
with respect to each of the NCPP buildings and for any associated land use associated with 
the NCPP? 

(6) 

(7) Background: The utilization of the IM/IFL4 process for decontamination and 
decommissioning @&D) and economic conversion has been a point of discussion between 
the Department of Energy (DOE) and the regulators for some time. The Department of 
EnergylRocky Flats Field Office (RFFO) has recently agreed to the use of the IWRA 
proc& for thk NCPP Stage I1 efforts. 

Discussion: The regulators have stated that the IWRA process can provide for the 0 (8) . ,  
environmental cha.r&erization of each building and for &y land use 
DOE/RFFO has decided to use the IM/IRA for the NCPP at Rocky Flats. 

(9) Recommendation: The IM/IRA process will be used for the performance of the NCPP 
building Stage 11 characterization and cleanup efforts. It is the recommendation of the 
Environmental Restoration Subcommittee that this issue be closed. 

(10) References: 

Environmental Restoration Subcomrnittce Issue 6 June 8.1994 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET e ’ .  

Issue Title: How will private operations be structured so as not to interfere with current 
Department of Energy cleanup responsibilities and regulatory oversight of cleanup 
activities ? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 4, No. 8, No. 12 and No. 15. 

IssueNumber: 7 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Etch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tariton- Colorado Department of Health, M. Hestmark 
- Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: How will the Stage II preparation activities and the Stage 111 operational 
activities be structured so as not to interfere with current Rocky Flats site cleanup 
responsibilities and regulatory oversight by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and the Colorado Department of Health under the Interagency Agreement (LAG)? 

Background: As presented in the response to Issue 4, Arricie 31 of the Cooperative 
Agreement is a provision that ensures that interferences between the IAG remediation 
activities and the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) activities will not, in any way, 
impede the cleanup of the Rocky Flats site. The Stage 111 agreement, yet to be developed, 
will need IO contain similar provisions. 

Discussion: Article 3 1 of the Cooperative Agreement specifically addresses interferences 
and gives priority to Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) actions and IAG 
remediation activities over the NCPP Stage I1 activities, The EPA has stated that it will not 
recognize NCPP activities as valid reasons for the granting of extensions to IAG 
Remediation Milestones. A similar clause will be incorporated into the Stage III 
agreement, which will provide for situations where interferences may arise between the 
LAG remediation and NCPP Stage III activities. The Interim Measurehterim Removal 
Action process will also be utilized to define and control the Stage I1 activities. 

It is important for Manufacturing Sciences Corporation for Stage I1 and the private operator 
for Stage III to remain fully cognizant of all of the IAG remediation activities that could 
cause interference problems, and to adjust their schedules and/or to develop “work- 
arounds” to avoid such situations. 

Recommendation: The Cooperative Agreement contains provisions to give the right-of- 
way to both RCRA actions and the IAG remediation activities over the NCPP activities. 
The Stage 111 agreement between the Department of Energy and the private operator will 
include similar provisions. Therefore, this issue should be closed. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement 

Environmental Restoration Subcommittee Issue 7 June 8,1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT -. 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE a*. 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: When and how will contamination under the buildings, if identified, be 
remediated? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 2, No. 7, and No. 9. 

IssueNumber: 8 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Etch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: When and how will the contamination under the National Conversion 
Pilot Project (NCPP) buildings, if  identified, be remediated? 

Background: The response to Issue No. 7 points out that remediation of contamination 
programmed under the Interagency Agreement (LAG) will have precedence over NCPP 
activities; meaning that under building contamination identified and found to require 
remediation will be dealt with through the LAG process. 

Discussion: In all cases where under building contamination is found, the action and 
schedule will be determined using the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) process for Rocky Flats as defined in the IAG. 
In cases where a need is determined for immediate or priority remediation because of an 
imminent threat to the workers, the public or the environment, remediation of the under 
building contamination will be undertaken with dispatch under a schedule determined 
through the IAG process. In the NCPP buildings where under building contamination is 
not found to pose an imminent threat to the public and the environment or prohibit 
maintaining safe working conditions for occupational and/or radiation workers in the 
building, remediation activities for under building contamination may be deferred until 
decontamination and decommissioning (D&D) of the buildings. 

Recommendation: The Environmental Restoration Subcommittee recommends that this 
issue be closed. 

(10) References: Interagency Agreement, Cooperative Agreement 

Environmental Restoration Subcommittee Issue 8 June 8, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Can a private operator be brought onto a Superfund cleanup site? Will the 
private operator be held liable for cleanup of existing contamination of the Rocky Flats 
Superfund site (including what is under the buildings)? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 2, No. 8, and No. 20. 

(2) IssueNumber: 9 (3) DateDue: 5/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Fitch 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - Britisch Nucear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton- Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

(6) Issue Statement: Can a private operator be brought onto a Superfund cleanup site to 
essentially operate an independent facility? Will this private operator be heid liable for the 
cleanup of preexisting contamination on the Rocky Flats Superfund site including 
identified contamination located under the buildings? 

Background: An organization coming onto a Superfund site can be held liable for the 
cleanup of pre-existing hazardous waste problems. 

Discussion: The Environmental Protection Agency will not recognize agreements between 
parties to limit liability under Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA). Nevertheless, the Department of Energy (DOE) and the private . 
operator can enter into a mutual agreement designed to limit the private operator’s financial 
liability relative to Rocky Flats site cleanup responsibility, which should be effective unless 
one party defaults. It may be possible to bring a private operator onto a Superfund cleanup 
site and to attempt to structure its operation such that the private operator has a contractual 
arrangement in place designed to limit its financial liability, Article 28 of the Cooperative 
Agreement between DOE and Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) contains 
contractual lmguage specifying that DOE will be responsible for all contamination now in 
the economic conversion buildings, and MSC or the private operator be responsible for 
incremental contamination over and above the levels established in an environmental 
baseline to be completed at the end of Stage I1 cleanup activities. 

(7) 

(8) 

The Stage I11 agreement to be negotiated between DOE and the private operator may 
contain specific provisions limiting the liability of the private operator for pre-existing 
con tamination conditions located inside of the National Conversion Pilot Project buildings 
and their associated outside areas, as we11 as the overall Rocky Flats site itself. 

The Environmental Protection Agency will not limit or abrogate its authority and/or 
responsibility under CERCLA with respect to the liability of any of the private operators 
involved in the NCPP undertaking; however, the Environmental Protection Agency may 
not chose to pursue these private operators for cleanup as long as the DOE performs the 
necessary remediation. 

Recommendation: This issue has been resolved for Stages I and E. The proper wording, 
designed to limit the liability of the Stage In private operator for Rocky Flats site cleanup, 
should be included in the Stage I11 agreement, contingent on the establishment of the 
Environmental Baseline at the end of Stage 11. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement and CERCLA 

(9) 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET c 
(1) Issue Title: Can the Environmental Protection Agency release “units” of a Superfund site 

as they are cleaned up? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 17 and No. 18. 

(2) IssueNumber: 10 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

(4) 

(5) 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Etch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

(6) Issue Statement: Can the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) release parts or 
sections of a Superfund site as these parts or sections are cleaned up? 

(7) Background: N/A 

(8) Discussion: The responsible federal agency, in this case, the Department of Energy 
(DOE), can release “units” of an National Priorities List (Superfund) site as they are 
cleaned up, after the EPA administrator has concurred in the determination that the portion 
of the property being released either has not been used for storage of hazardous waste or 
petroleum products or that any necessary remedial action taken has been completed 
successfully. The provisions of the Community Environmental Response Facjlitation Act 
(CERFA), as stated above, could apply to disposal of surplus real property at Rocky Flats. 

Under the provisions of the Hall Amendment to the National Defense Authorization Act for 
fiscal year 1994, the Secretary of Energy is provided flexibility to lease DOE property in 
order to minimize the socio-economic impacts of mission changes at DOE facilities. These 
provisions: 

* 
Allow the Secretary to lease properties at DOE facilities being reconfigured for 
periods of up to ten years, lease personal property, and give priority to retaining 
equipment at a facility rather than shipping it to another government facility, if that 
equipment is required to minimize impacts of reconfiguration upon the local 
economy. 

Require the DOE to obtain EPA concurrence for leases on Superfund sites. 

At some future point in time, DOE may declare that certain parts, parcels or areas of the 
Rocky Flats site are surplus. For the immediate and foreseeable future, DOE intends to 
retain overall custody of the entire Rocky Flats site, and may lease, with regulator 
concurrence, portions of the property for limited periods of time for economic development 
pursuant to the requirements of the Hall Amendment; however, the provisions of CERFA 
may also apply. 

Recommendation: The Department of Energy can release “units” of a Superfund site that 
either were not contaminated or have been remediated, subject to concurrence of the EPA 
administrator. It is the recommendation of the Environmental Restoration Subcommittee 
that this issue be closed. 

(9) 

(10) References: CERFA, Hall Amendment 

Environmental Restoration S ubcomm ittce Issue 10 June 8,1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION SUBCOMMITTEE 

BSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Will a private operator be required to sign and be regulated by the Interagency 
Agreemnt (IAG)? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 12 and No. 15. 

(2) IssueNumber: 1 1  (3) Due Date: 5/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Fitch 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - Britisch 
Nuclear Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

(6) Issue Statement: Will the private operator coming onto the Rocky Flats site to conduct 
independent operations in the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) buildings under 
the auspices of the NCPP be required to be signatory to and have their activities regulated 
by the provisions of the LAG? 

(7) Background: Unknown 

(8) Discussion: Neither Manufacturing Sciences Corporation nor the Stage I11 private operator 
will be required to sign the IAG or its successor, the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement 
(RFCA). Although the private operators will not be a party to the IAG, it will be 
incumbent upon these private operators to remain fully cognizant of all of the IAG 
remediation activities, so as to prevent interference problems and/or interfere in some other 
fashion with their particular independent operations. 

The Department of Energy (DOE) will control the NCPP economic conversion facilities 
through completion of Stage II. The characterization and cleanup activities will be 
accomplished and controlled under the current LAG or the RFCA utilizing the NCPP 
Interim Measureflnterim Removal Action with Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
responsible only to the DOE as stipulated in the Cooperative Agreement. 

During Stage 111, DOE will exercise control over the NCPP facilities to the extent 
stipulated in the Stage III agreement. The private operator will have independent control 
over all of its operational activities and will be subject to the same regulatory criteria that 
any other commerciaVindustrial entity in the State of Colorado is subject to when 
performing similar work. The private operator will obtain and maintain the proper permits, 
licenses, and financial assurance certificates needed to cover their independent operations. 
The DOE will impose conditions in the Stage I11 agreement to ensure that the private 
operator will not undertake activities that will conflict with the IAG or RFCA. 

Recommendation: Neither Manufacturing Sciences Corporaxion nor the private operator 
will be required to sign the IAG or RCFA in either NCPP Stage I1 or Stage 111. Therefore, 
after review, it is the recommendation of the Environmental Restoration Subcommittee that 

e 

(9) 

this issue be returned to the NCPP Steering Committee as closed. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement 
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Issue Title: How will the Department of Energy continue to comply with the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Act, Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act and the 
Interagency Agreement requirements during conversion activities? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 10, No. 11, No. 15, No. 17, and No. 18. 

IssueNumber: 12 (3) DateDue: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Etch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: How will the Department of Energy (DOE) continue to comply with the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), Community Environmental 
Response Facilitation Act (CERFA), and the Interagency Agreement (IAG) requirements 
during the economic conversion activities, that are being conducted under the provisions of 
the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP)? 

Background: Unkown. 

Discussion: The Department of Energy (DOE) remains responsible for the conduct of all 
scheduled RCRA and CERCLA actions for which DOE is a permittee or responsible party. 
During Stage 11, DOE will continue to accomplish the RCR4 actions and CERCLA 
activities scheduled within the existing reguiatory permits and the JAG or its successor the 
Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement. The characterization and cleanup activities for the NCPP 
buildings will be conducted using an rM/IRA process, currently identified as the NCPP 
Interim MeasureDnterim Removal Action. The Department of Energy is not planning to 
transfer real property as part of the NCPP, although lease of some facilities may occur in 
Stage Ill. The Department of Energy will comply with the Hall Amendment to the Defense 
Appropriations Act of 1994 (See Issue 17). with respect to the leasing of the NCPP 
facilities; however, the provisions of the CERFA may also apply (See Issue 10). 

The private operator selected for Stage In will obtain their own RCRA and other 
appropriate licenses, permits and financial assurance certificates necessary for the 
performance of its independent economic conversion operations. Throughout the term of 
the NCPP Stage I11 operational activities, DOE will retain ownership responsibility for all 
of the NCPP buildings. The Department of Energy and private operator’s roles and 
responsibilities will be defined in the Stage 111 agreement between these two parties. 

Recommendation: It is the recommendation of the Environmental Restoration 
Subcommittee that this issue should be closed. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement, CERCLA, RCRA, Hall Amendment, and CERFA 

. .  . 
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Issue Title: What is the regulatory framework for the administration of the project? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 5, No. 6 and No. 19. 

Issue Number: 13 (3) Date Due: 5/6/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Fitch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: What regulatory framework will be used for the administration of the 
National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) at the Rocky Flats Plant site? 

Background: The Interagency Agreement (IAG) currently provides the regulatory 
framework for all of the site cleanup activities associated with Rocky Flats. The Interim 
Meassureflnterim Remedial Action (IM/IRA) is one of the components of this agreement, 
which is utilized to provide an administrative mechanism for regulatory review, approval 
and control, and for public review and comment. The use of the IMRA process for the 
accomplishment of the NCPP Stage 11 effort has recently been agreed to by the Department 
of EnergylRocky Flats Field Office (DOERFFO). 

Discussion: The use of an IWRA process to accomplish the NCPP Stage I1 
characterization and cleanup activities has been agreed to by the Environmental Protection 
Agency, Colorado Department of Health and DOE/RFFO. This IMnRA process is 
identified as the NCPP IM/IRA. During NCPP Stages I and 11, DOE will continue to 
accomplish the Resourse Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compenstion and Liability Act (CERCLA) activities scheduled 
for the NCPP buildings under the existing provisions of the IAG and other regulatory 
requirements. The characterization and cleanup activities will be conducted under the 
NCPP IIWRA with Manufacturing Sciences Corporation responsible for the conduct of 
these characterization and cleanup activities. The Department of Energy will continue to 
be responsible for the conduct of all scheduled RCRA and CERCLA actions and will 
maintain its scheduled commitments to the Environmental Protection Agency and Colorado 
Department of Health identified under the existing IAG or its successor the Rocky Flats 
Cleanup Agreement. 

The private operator selected for Stage 111 will obtain its own RCRA and other appropriate 
permits, licenses and financial assurance certificates necessary to perform its independent 
operations. Through the Stage building facilities. The roles and responsibilities of DOE 
and the private operators will be defined in the Stage I11 agreement negotiated between 
these two parties. Thus the Stage I11 operational activities will be performed by the private 
opentor under the necessary commercial and/or industrial regulatory constraints that 
govern similar activities at like facilities in the State of Colorado. 

(9) 

(10) References: Unknown 
I 

Recommendation: It is the recommendation of the Environmental Restoration 
Subcommittee that this issue be closed. 
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Issue Title: How will the National Conversion Pilot Project affect the reevaluation of the 
Interagency Agreement? 

Issue Number: 14 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Fitch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: How will the provisions of the National Conversion Pilot Project 
(NCPP) affect the renegotiation of the Interagency Agreement (IAG)? 

Background: The IAG is currently in the process of being renegotiated. The renegotiated 
agreement will be known as the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement. 

Discussion: Renegotiation of the IAG is currently in progress, and although the scope of 
this renegotiated IAG may be more inclusive of Rocky Flats activities than the existing 
IAG, no adverse effect is expected. The renegotiated IAG, to be named the Rocky Flats 
Cleanup Agreement, may include or accommodate such things as Waste Management 
(W), Decontamination and Decommissioning (D&D) and Economic Conversion (EC). 
However, it is felt thar the renegotiated IAG wiIl not effect the provisions of the NCPP 
agreements currently in effect, nor will the NCPP impact the TAGienegotiations. 

Recommendation: It is the recommendation of the Environmental Restoration 
Subcommittee that this issue be closed. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement, IAG 
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Issue Title: What is the role of the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act 

NOTE: See Issues No. 10, No. 11, No. 12, No. 17 and No. 18. 
(CERFA)? 

Issue Number: 15 (3) DateDue: 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Fitch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Coldancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: What is the role of CERFA with respect to the National Conversion 
Pilot Project (NCPP) and the economic conversion building cleanup? 

Background: CERFA is an amendment to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) relating to real property being permanently 
transferred by federal agencies to the cognizance of the General Services Administration 
(GSA) for further processing, use and/or disposal. 

Discussion: For portions of federal properties on the National Priorities List, the 
provisions of CERFA apply in that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
administrator must concur with the results of the determination by the appropriate head of 
the controlling U.S. Governmental entity that the property being considered for disposal is 
indeed ready for this sale, Iease or transfer to another governmentd or private organization. 
In Stage 111, the Department of Energy may use a lease as the vehicle to allow private 
operator use of the facilities. CERFA may apply in this case; however, the Hall 
Amendment provides another avenue for transfer of property, especially via lease. In either 
case, the EPA administrator must concur with the transfer. 

The Department of Energy will continue to exercise cognizance over these facilities after 
the completion of the NCPP activities and does not intend to permanently transfer control 
of these properties either to the private operator or to GSA. 

Recommendation: The Environmental Restoration Subcommittee recommends that this 
issue be closed. 

(10) References: CERFA, Hall Amendment 
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Issue Title: Will indemnification be offered? How is the taxpayer protected? Will bonds # 

be issued for Stage In? 
NOTE: See Issue No. 9. 

Issue Number: 16 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Fitch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Coldancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: Will any fonn of indemnifkation be offered as the result of the National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP)? How is the taxpayer going to be protected as the result 
of the NCPP? Will performance bonds be required of the private operator for Stage III? 

Background: Unkown 

Discussion: The Department of Energy (DOE) will not indemnify either Manufacturing 
Sciences Corporation (MSC) or the Stage III private operator for any future losses incurred 
by their participation in the NCPP. As discussed in Issue 9, DOE has included Article 28 
in the Cooperative Agreement to specifically recognize the responsibility of DOE for pre- 
existing contamination in the NCPP facilities, This article, in the Environmental 
Restoration Subcommittee's view, does not constitute indemnification. Wording in Article 
25 of the Cooperative Agreement specifically states that MSC is responsible for damage to 
persons or property that occur as a result of its fault or negligence. 

During the Stage III undertaking, the private operator will function independently in 
accordance with the normai state and federal regulatory oversight accorded to similar 
commerciallindusmal endeavors that take place in the State of Colorado. Additionally, 
DOE will incorporate wording into the Stage Ill agreement with the private operator that 
will allow DOE, as well as the Environmental Protection Agency and Colorado Department 
of Hedth, to monitor the activities of the private operator and to initiate appropriate 
corrective and/or stop work measures as necessary to protect the general public and the 
environment. The Stage III private operator will be required to obtain all appropriate 
permits, licenses and applicable financial assurance certificates, which are a form of surety 
bonds designed to provide the money necessary to correct an environmental compliance 
problem should the private operator fail to remedy it. 

The Department of Energy will consider requiring a performance bond prior to issuing a 
Stage I11 lease. 

Recommendation(s)/S tatus: This issue is closed. 

(10) References: Unkown 
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Issue Title: If the property is to be sold, who will do research, assessment and sign the 
certification that buildings are free from contamination so they can be transferred? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 10, No. 11, No. 15, and No. 18. 

Proposed h u e  Number: 17 (3) DATE DUE: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee h u e  Lead: W. Fitch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: If the National Conversion Pilot Project buildings are to be sold, who 
will do research, assessment and sign the certification that buildings are free from 
contamination so they can be transferred? 

Background: The Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) is an 
amendment to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) reiating to real property being permanently transferred by a federal agency 
to the General Services Administration for disposal, as discussed in Issue 10. For surplus 
federal properties on the National Priorities List (NPL) the provisions of CERFA may 
apply in that the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) administrator must concur with 
the results of the determination by the appropriate head of the controlling U.S. 
Governmental Agency that the property being considered for disposal is indeed ready for 
this action. 

Discussion: The Department of Energy (DOE) does not plan to transfer Rocky Flats Field 
Office property; however, a lease may be used for Stage III. CERFA and the Hall 
Amendment require DOE certification of the property before it could be leased to a private 
operator. See also Environmental Restoration Subcommittee Issue No. 10. 

Recommendation: It is recommended by the Environmental Restoration Subcommittee 
that this issue be closed. 

(10) References: CERFA, Hall Amendment . 

a 
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Issue Title: Who will ensure regulator agreement regarding parcelization of the Superfund 
site prior to Stage III so that negotiations for real property transfer or outleasing may occur? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 10, No. 1 1, No. 15, and No. 17. 

Proposed Issue Number: 18 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Etch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British 
Nuclear Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: What organization will ensure regulator agreement regarding 
parcelization of the Superfund site prior to National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Stage 
III so that negotiations for real property transfer or outleasing may occur? 

Background: The Department of Energy (DOE) has the responsibility to determine that 
its surplus properties on the National Priorities List (NPL) either were not used for 
hazardous waste or petroleum activities, or have been remediated successfully before 
transfer to non-federal control under the provisions of the Community Environmental 
Response FaciIitation Act (CERFA). The administrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) must concur with the determination by the Secretary of Energy that the 
DOE property being considered for disposal or transfer is indeed ready for such transfer of 
responsibility action. 

In addition, the Hall Amendment provides the Secretary of Energy with flexibility 
regarding the leasing of certain DOE properties in order to minimize economic impacts due 
to DOE facility mission changes or cancellations. This amendment requires that the EPA 
concur with such leases when the properties involved are located on a Superfund site. 

Discussion: Should parcelization occur, the Department of Energy/Rocky Flats Field 
Office would have responsibility to obtain regulatory approval. In the event DOE decides 
to lease parts or areas of the Rocky Flats site in Stage 111, such approval would have to be 
obtained using the Hall Amendment or CERFA. 

Recommendation: Closure of this issue is recommended by the Environmental 
Restoration Subcommittee. 

(10) References: CERFA, Hall Amendment 
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Issue Title: What official documentation is needed from the Colorado Department of 
Hedth/Air Pollution Control Division to legally proceed with Stages I1 and III? 
NOTE: See Issues No. 5, No. 6. and No. 13. 

Issue Number: 19 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Fitch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Coldancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: What official documentation is needed from the Colorado Department of 
HealtWAir Pollution Control Division (CDWAPCD) to legally proceed with National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Stage I1 and Stage III? 

Background: The stages of the National Conversion Pilot Project operations planned to be 
integrated into current Rocky Flats operations will be discussed with the CDWAPCD on 
the basis of regulatory requirements and standards, regarding regulation No. 3 specifically. 
Any issues that would possibly require specific agreement from the CDWAPCD in the 
planning and implementation of this project will be identified during this interface process. 
Any official documentation that the Department of Energymocky Flats Field Office may 
need from CDWAPCD to proceed with NCPP Stages 11 and 111 and conduct its operations 
(such as a letter of agreement, regulatory interpretation, etc.) wiIl'be defined at that time in 
conjunction with the CDWAPCD. 

Discussion: Unclear that any documentation is necessary other than normal permitting 
needs. 

Recommendation: It is our understanding that the Waste Management Subcommittee has 
closed this issue. 

(10) References: Unknown 
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Issue Title: How will the Stage 111 contractor be evaluated as a Potentially Responsible 

NOTE: See Issue No. 9. 
party O? 

Issue Number: 20 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: W. Etch 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: N. Hutchins - EG&G, M. Colalancia - British Nuclear 
Fuels Limited, R. Hyland - DOE, S. Tarlton - Colorado Department of Health, M. 
Hestmark - Environmental Protection Agency 

Issue Statement: To what extent will the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) Stage 
I11 contractor/private operator be considered as a Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) with 
respect to liability under the provisions of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)? 

Background: Any organization coming onto a Superfund site can be held liable for the 
cleanup of pre-exisring environmental contamination by the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 

Discussion: The EPA will not limit or abrogate its authority and/or responsibility under 
CERCLA with respect to the liability of this private operator, nor does it recognize 
agreements between parties as limiting financial liability under CERCLA (See Issue 9). 
Therefore, the NCPP Stage 111 private operator will be considered as a PRP by the EPA. 
Nevertheless, the Department of Energy (DOE) and the private operator may enter into a 
mutual agreement attempting to limit the private operator’s financial liability relative to the 
Rocky Flats site cleanup responsibility. The Department of Energy will attempt to 
structure this NCPP Stage I11 agreement to limit the private operator liability, even though 
legally he could be considered as a PRP, he will not be held liable for the cleanup of pre- 
existing radiological and/or hazardous material contamination. An article similar to Article 
28 of the Cooperative Agreement will be used in the Stage 111 agreement to attempt to limit 
the Stage III private operators financial liability by stating DOE is responsible for all pre- 
existing contamination, regardless of the current state of understanding of that 
contamination. 

Recommendation: This issue has been resolved for Stages I and 11. The proper wording, 
designed to limit the liability of the Stage 111 private operator for Rocky Flats site cleanup, 
should be included in the Stage 111 Agreement, contingent on the establishment of the 
Environmental Baseline at the end of Stage 11. 

(10) References: CERCLA 
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WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Steve Tarlton 

Are the buildings suitable for Rocky Flats waste storage? 
Are the buildings needed to comply with waste storage requirements? 
If so, are there alternatives to meet the requirements? 
Who is responsible for storage, treatment, and disposal of waste generated during cleanup 
of the buildings? 
Who is responsible for characterizing waste generated during cleanup and private 

Will management of waste from cleanup or private operations interfere with other cleanup 
or waste management activities? 

lease or contract language? 
Who will be liable for waste generated during private operations? 
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WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1)  Issue TitIe: Are the buildings suitable for Rocky Flats waste storage? 

(2) Issue Number: 1 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: G. L. Hickle 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: M. Colalancia, F. Dowsett, T. Hedahl, P. Robledo, 
S. Tarlton, M. Vargas 

(6) Issue Statement: Are the buildings (444,447, 865, 883) suitable for Rocky Flats waste 
storage? 

(7) Background: This issue was evaluated using the information provided by the Building 
Alternative Use Evaluation, which was updated in December 1993, and the most current waste 
inventory and generation projections for the five-year period of the National Conversion Pilot 
Project. Related information is contained in the responses to Issues 2 and 3. 

(8) Discussion: The four buildings (444,447, 865, 883) have minimal space that would be 
suitable for waste storage. The building Alternative Use Evaluation surveyed potential waste 
storage space in these and other plant buildings and led to the conclusion that only minimal space 
would be suitable for waste storage in the four identified buildings. 

(9)  Recommendations: Because there are identified alternatives, use of the four buildings for 
waste storage is not required in the next five years and this issue can be closed. 

(10) References: (1) Building Alternative Use EvaIuation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. 
December, 1993. 

0 
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(1 )  Issue Title: Are the buildings needed to comply with waste storage requirements? 

(2)  Issue Number: 2 (3) Date Generated: 311 6/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: G. L. Hickle 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: M. Colalancia, F. Dowsett, T. Hedahl, P. Robledo, 
S. Tarlton, M. Vargas 

(6) Issue Statement: Are the buildings needed to comply with waste storage requirements? 

(7)  Background: As stated in Issue 1, need for these buildings was evaluated based on 
infomation from the Building Alternative Use Evaluation and the most current waste inventory 
and generation projections for the five-year period of the National Conversion Pilot Project. 
Related information is contained in the responses to Issues 1 and 3. 

(8) Discussion: These buildings are not required (during the five-year period) to maintain 
compliant storage of Rocky Flats waste. However, portions of the buildings may be utilized for 
storage of waste related to NCPP activities, both Stage II and Stage IKI. Reevaluation of the 
need for these buildings to store waste is required after the five-year period. 

(9)  Recommendations: Because adequate alternatives are available for waste storage, this issu 
can be closed. 

(10) References: (1) Building Alternative Use Evaluation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. 
December, 1993. 
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Issue Title: If so, are there alternatives to meet the requirements? (Continuation of Issues 1 
and 2) 

Issue Number: 3 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: G. L. Hickle 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: M. Colalancia, F. Dowsstt, T. Hedahl, P. Robledo, 
S. Tarlton, M. Vargas 

Issue Statement: If National Conversion Pilot Project buildings are suitable and needed for 
waste storage, are there alternatives? 

Background: This issue was also evaluated using information from the Building Alternative 
Use Evaluation and the most current waste inventory and generation projecrions. The current 
Rocky Fiats project to construct and permit the Centralized Waste Storage Facility (CWSF) for 
additional waste storage capacity was also part of the evaluation. Related information is 
contained in the responses to Issues I and 2. 

Discussion: There are alternative buildings to cover waste storage requirements during the 
five-year period. In addition to the CWSF, Buildings 440 and 980 have potential for waste 
storage. The Building Alternate Use Evaluation provided information on potential waste storage 
space in Rocky Flats buildings, including the four proposed for the National Conversion Pilot 
Project and the two alternatives identified above. The alternate use evduation and the latest 
inventory and generation projections (for the next five years) support the conclusion that the four 
buildings will not be required for storage. The Department of Energy (DOE) continues to 
strongly support completion of the CWSF, and the required permit modification has been 
provided to DOE for submittal to Colorado Department of Health. The Depmen t  of Energy is 
considering conversion of Buildings 440 and 980 to waste storage use. 

Recommendations: Because adequate alternatives are available for waste storage, this issue 
can be closed. 

References: (1) Building Alternative Use Evaluation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. 
December, 1993. 

Waste Management Subcommittee Issue 3 June 7. 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Who is responsible for storage, treatment and disposal of waste generated during 

Issue Number: 4-A (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

cleanup? 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

Issue Statement: The Department of Energy (DOE) and Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
(MSC) will be responsible for management of waste generated during cleanup of the buildings 
(Stage II). Management of this waste will be required to meet all applicable regulations and 
Rocky Flats program requirements. 

Background: This issue relates to Issues # 5,6, 11, 12, and 14 which regard specific 
subtopics related to waste treatment, storage and disposal in the following areas: 1) the 
characterization of waste generated during cleanup; 2) whether management of waste from 
cleanup would interfere with other cleanup of waste management activities; 3) whether Stage 11 
waste would be considered DOE or commercial waste; 4) if any waste will be low-level or low- 
level mixed in Stage II and when and how will Rocky Flats Field Office know; and 5) what 
mechanism will be used to determine new vs. existing waste? 

Discussion: MSC will be responsible, as the waste generator, for the characterization of all 
wastes generated during cleanup (Stage II). As to whether wastes generated in cleanup would 
interfere with waste management activities currently being performed, no impact is  anticipated 
because the intent is to store all waste generated during cleanup operations in the four buildings 
controlled/opented by MSC to the extent available. Minimal quantities of waste currently 
accumulated or stored in these buildings (primarily straight low-level radioactive waste) will be 
relocated before transfer of building control to MSC. In terms of how the waste would be 
classified, during Stage I1 the waste generated would be considered DOE waste and, if 
necessary, could be stored in available DOE storage areas. The volume of waste generated will 
be approximately 1861 cubic yards of low-level and 667 cubic yards of low-level mixed. If 
size/volume reduction is performed, the generation will be reduced to approximately 482 cubic 
yards of low-level waste and 159 cubic yards of low-level mixed waste. As stated above, the 
waste currently accumulated or stored in these buildings will be relocated before transfer of 
building control to MSC. The four buildings, to the extent possible, will store all waste 
generated during cleanup. 

Recommendations: This issue will be considered closed if these responsibilities are specified 
in all agreementdconnacts covering Stage II. Issues 5 & 6 are considered closed because the 
characterization and storage of waste is taken care of as stated in the discussion above. Issue 11 
is considered closed because the Stage I1 waste will be determined DOE waste. Issue 12 should 
be considered closed. Issue 14 is considered closed because the discussion on Issues 5,6, 11, 
and 14 explains how the new waste will be controlled. 

m 

References: (1) Alternative Use Evaluation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. December, 
1993. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Who is responsible for storage, treatment and disposal of waste generated during 
private operations? 

Issue Number: 4-B (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickie, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

Issue Statement: The Department of Energy (DOE) would retain ownership and oversight 
responsibility. The private operator awarded the contract for Stage III will be reponsible for all 
aspects of storage, treatment and disposal of waste generated during private operation, and will 
be responsible for obtaining any required permits. 

Background: This issue relates to Issues # 5,6, 8, 11, 12, 13, and 14, which regard specific 
subtopics related to waste treatment, storage and disposal in the following areas: 1) the 
responsibility for characterizing waste generated during private operations; 2) will the 
management of waste from private operations interfere with other cleanup or waste management 
activities; 3) the estimated volume of waste to be generated during private operations; 4) 
whether Stage III waste will be considered DOE waste or commercial waste; 5) will any waste 
be low-level or low-level mixed wastes and how and when will we know; 6) whether Stage III 
waste would be monitored and/or isolated from other R O C ! ~ ~  flats Field Office wastes and how 
would that be affected; and 7) what mechanism will be usee; ;o determine new vs. existing waste? 

Discussion: The private operator will be responsible, as the waste generator, for 
characterizing all waste generated during private operations. No impact is anticipated because the 
intent is to store all waste generated during private operations in the four buildings operated and 
controlled by the private operator. The estimated volume of waste to be generated will not be 
known until Stage 11. At this point, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation will have enough data 
to make an estimate for the generation of waste and the types of wastes involved. During Stage 
III, the waste generated will be considered commercial waste, since the private operator will 
generate waste operationally under its own specifically approved permit, if required. All of the 
Stage III waste will be monitored and/or isolated from other Rocky Flats wastes by physical 
segregation, labeling and identification markings unique to that waste, and specific waste 
management manifest documentation and the private operators policies and procedures to ensure 
proper disposition of that waste. The mechanism to determine new vs. exsiting waste is 
explained in the previous sentence. 

Recommendations: This issue will be considered closed if these responsibilities are specified 
in all agreements/contracts covering Stage III. Issues 5 & 6 are considered closed because the 
characterization and storage of waste is taken care of as stated in discussion above. Issue 8 
should be deferred until Stage I1 begins. Issue 11 should be considered closed because it is 
known that Stage I1 waste will be considered DOE waste and Stage III waste will be considered 
commercial waste. It is also known when the owner of wastes will change. Issue 12 should be 
deferred to Stage 11 since this issue would be resolved as part of Stage I1 planning. Issue 13 
should be closed because all waste generated in Stage III during private operations will be 
segregated as part of operations permitting in buildings by the private concern. Issue 14 is 
considered closed.because the discussion on Issue 13 explains how the Stage III waste.wil1 be 
controlled. 

Waste Management Working Group Issue 4-B June9, 1994 



(10) References: (1) Alternative Use Evaluation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats Inc. December, 
1993. 

Notes: To fully resolve this issue, the Stage I planning should include an estimated quantity of 
low-level and low-level mixed wastes. 

Waste Management Working Group Issue 4-B June 7, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Who is responsible for characterizing w(aste generated during cleanup and private 
operations? 

(2) IssueNumber: 5 (3) Date Generated: 3/6/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve TarIton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

(6) Issue Statement: (Refer to Issue No. 4 -A & 4-B) 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: 

(9) Recommendations: 

(10) References: (1) Alternative Use Evaluation Report., EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. December, 
1993. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2) Issue Number: 6 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

Issue Title: Will management of waste from cleanup or private operations interfere with other 
cleanup or waste management activities? 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

(5) 

(6) 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickle, Paul RobIedo, Mary Vargas 

Issue Statement: (Refer to Issue No. 4-A& 4-B) 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: 

(9) Recommendations: 

(10) References: (1) Alternative Use Evaluation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. December, 
1993. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Titie: Will the private operator be required to co-sign the facility-wide permit to treat, 
store or dispose of hazardous waste generated during operations? 

(2) IssueNumber: 7 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

(4) subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

(5) 

(6) 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

Issue Statement: The private operator will not be required to co-sign the facility-wide permit 
because the National Conversion Pilot Project operations will be considered a commercial 
operation (separate from Department of Energy {DOE] operations) and the private operator 
will be required to apply for separate permits. 

Background: This issue relates specifically to Stage III operations. The private operator 
would not be required to co-sign the facility-wide permit because of the private commercial 
nature of the operations at that time. If the private operator is operating a treatment, storage 
and disposal facility of its own, DOE may co-sign a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
permit with them as the owner of the property on which a treatment, storage and disposal 
facility would be sited. 

Discussion: The S &age III private operator would be generating manufacturing waste for 
which it would be responsible. It would not be logical for the private operator to co-sign the 
facility-wide permit because it will be operating under its own set of permits in conjunction 
with Colorado Department of Health. 

Recommendations: The issue will be considered closed if these responsibilities and 
requirements are specified in all agreementkonmcts covering Stage 111 operations. 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) References: NONE 

Wastc Managmcnt Subcornmittce Issue 7 June 7.1994 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMIZTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What is the estimated volume of waste to be generated during private operations? 

(2) IssueNumber: 8 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

(5) 

(6) 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
fickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

Issue Statement: (Refer to Issue No. 4-B) 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: 

(9) Recommendations: 

(10) References: (1) Alternative Use Evaluation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. December, 
1993. 
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. NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Will the on-site recyclable materials be considered a resource or waste for stage 
III? 

Issue Number: 9 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

Subcornmitee Issue Lead: Steve Tarlton 

Subcornmitee Issue Participants: 
P. Robledo, M. Vargas 

Issue Statement: Whether materials to be recycled are considered a resource ~I or a waste 
affects the necessity of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act pcz~ : : : zg  for the material, and 
attendant mechanisms for storage and handling of the materials. Reci:c:..;ie materials that are 
generated on-site serve as feed materials for the recycling process. Eow are these materials 
regulated? 

Background: NONE 

Discussion: Recyc!Tble materials that will be generated on-site are mainly equipment and other 
metal that meets the definition of "scrap metal" in the hazardous waste regulanons (Section 
261.1(d)(6). As such, it is classified as a solid waste: and may be a hazardous waste. If it meets 
the definition of a hazardous waste, it is fully regulated if it is to be treated and disposed. If it is 
reclaimed (recycled), it still a hazardous waste but subject to no specific requirements unless it is 
speculatively accumulated (Section 261.1 (d)(8)). If ;It is speculatively accumulated, it is fully 
subject to the hazardous waste regulations. 

Recommendations: Not a barrier to Stage 11, however this issue should be addressed in 
Stage H, as it could affect Stage III. Storage of scrap metal that is hazardous waste prior to the 
commencement of stage JX is fully subject to regulation. After the start of recycling activities, 
the scrap metal that is to be recycled is not subject to regulation. This should not be an issue that 
prohibits advancement to Stage 11. 

M. Colalancia, F. Dowsett, T. Hedahl, G. Hickle, 

( I  0)  References: NONE 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: If National Conversion Pilot Project Stage III doesn't happen, will the scrap metal 
be disposed? 

(2) IssueNumber: 10 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Steve Tarlton 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Marco S. Colalancia, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, 
Gordon Hickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

(6) Issue Statement: If NCPP Stage III doesn't happen, the scrap metal scheduled for recycle 
would be stored and/or disposed of in accordance with all applicable Federal and State 
regulations. 

(7) Background: Currently, all scrap metal generated is subject to applicable Federal and State 
regulations. If determined to be low-level mixed waste or hazardous waste, the RCRA 
regulations, as well as other applicable Federal and State regulations, are followed. If straight 
low-level waste, the waste is dispositioned in accordance with the current Department of 
Energy procedures. 

Discussion: If scrap metal is uncontaminated, it is currently sold on the open market. At 
Rocky Flats, contaminated scrap metal, either existing or yet to be generated during site 
decontamination and decommissioning, would be either handled as waste or possibly releas 

Department of Energy cannot itself release contaminated scrap metals because of a "no rad 
added" policy. 

Recommendations: Issue not relevant to NCPP, as materials would require disposition 
anyway. 

(8) 

to a contractor holding a Radiological Materials License for management, sale and reuse. 

(9) 

(10) References: NONE 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Will the Stage II waste be considered Department of Energy or commercial 
waste? What about Stage III? 

(2) IssueNumber: 1 1  (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

(6) Issue Statement: (Refer to Issue No. 4-A & 4-B) 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: 

(9) Recommendations: 

(10) References: ( 1 )  Alternative Use Evaluation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. December, 
1993. 

x ._- 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMmEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Will any waste be low level waste or low level mixed waste? When and how will 
we know? 

(2) IssueNumber: 12 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

' . =  

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

(6) Issue Statement: (Refer to Issue No. 4-A & 4-B) 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: 

(9) Recornmenda tions: 

(10) References: (1) Alternative Use Evaluation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. December, 
1993. 
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NATTONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Will Stage III waste be monitored andor isolated from other Rocky Flats waste? 
How? 

(2) Issue Number: 13 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
HicMe, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

(6) Issue Statement: (Refer to Issue No. 4-B) 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: 

(9) Recornmenda tions: 

(10) References: (1) Alternative Use Evaluation Report, EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. December, 
1993. 
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, NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SJEET 

(1) 

(2) IssueNumber: 14 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

Issue Title: What mechanism will be used to determine new vs. existing waste? 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Steve Tarlton 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Marco S. Colalancia, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, 
Gordon HicMe, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

(6) Issue Statement: (Refer to Issue No. 4-A & 4-B) 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: 

(9) Recommendations: 

(IO) References: NONE 

0 i 
~ 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2) IssueNumber: 15 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

Issue Title: Who is responsible for cleanup of spills and releases during on.-site transportation 
that involve participant’s equipment or vehicles, and who manages the resuliting waste? 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Coldancia 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

(6) Issue Statement: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (Stage 1I) and the private operator 
(Stage 111) will be responsible for spills and releases during on-site transportation that involve 
participant’s equipment or vehicle, and waste management resulting from the spills. 

(7) Background: NONE 

(8) Discussion: During Stage 11, MSC will be responsible for the cleanup of spills and releases 
that occur during onsite transportation involving MSC equipment or vehicles. MSC will be 
considered a Department of Energy contractor under the Cooperative Assistance Agreement 
and will be able to receive support for spill cleanup. However, during Stage 111 it will be the 
private operator’s responsibility to take measures to cleanup spills and releases and waste 
generated from the cleanup activities. The private operator during Stage Ill may request spill 
response support for certain conditions. Requirements to obtain this support will be defined by 
written agreement. 

Recommendations: This issue will be considered closed if spill cleanup re:sponsibilities are 
specified in all agreernents/contracts covering Stage I1 and Stage 111 activities. 

(9) 

(10) References: NONE 
- 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: In regard to Resource Conservation and Recovery Act permits, will waste stream 
information be documented as part of the lease or contract language? 

Issue Number: 16 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marco S. Colalancia 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

Issue Statement: Waste stream information will be documented as part of the lease or 
contract language. 

Background: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation will generate cleanup waste during 
activities in Stage 11, while during Stage III the private operator will generate commercial 
waste. 

Discussion: Waste generated during Stage I1 is part of the Interim Measureflnterim Removal 
Action activities. Waste streams generated during Stage I11 will be considered commercial 
waste, and the private operator would be subject to hazardous waste regulations as they apply 
to Stage I11 operations. 

Recommendations: This issue can be closed when the type of waste streams generated ha 
been determined and permitting requirements documented as part of the lease or contract 
language. 

(10) References: NONE 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
WASTE MANAGEMENT SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Who will be liable for waste generated during private operations? 

Issue Number: 17 (3) Date Generated: 3/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Marc0 S. Colalancia 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Steve Tarlton, Fred Dowsett, Tim G. Hedahl, Gordon 
Hickle, Paul Robledo, Mary Vargas 

Issue Statement: The private operator awarded the contract for Stage IT1 will be liable for 
waste generated during private operations. 

Background: This issue is reiated to Issue # 4-B in regard to waste generation during private 
operations. 

Discussion: The private operator will be liable as the waste generator for all waste generated 
during private operations in the buildings operated and controlled by the private operator. The 
private operator will have to comply as a waste generator with all regulatory requirements. 

Recommendations: This issue will be considered closed if waste generator liability is 
specified in all agreements/contracts covering Stage 111 activities. 

(10) References: NONE 
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PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 
STEERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Tim Heaton 

13 
14 

1 
2 
3 

Does the public support this project? 
What would happen if the agencies (or other players) should come to an impasse? 
What other ~ U D S  have concerns or auestions? What are thev? 

Has the CAB formally been invited to participate in this discussion? 
When will there be public hearings on the project? 

4 I Arethe roles and process of the Steering Committee and Sounding Board acceptable to 

15 

all? 
What about the Hall Amendment? 5 

Should the Steering Committee request an independent assessrrrtnt (outside of the British 
Nuclear Industry) of the health, safety and environmental aspects of the cleanup work 
performed by British Nuclear Fuels, Limited, at their Capenhurst, England facility? 

do? What is BNF's record in terms 

processiig hazardous radioactive miterials? 
What will be the format to allow input on use of this facility for purposes beyond Stage 
7779 

12 

June 8. 1994/11:58 AM 



SXTIONAL COXVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOM"TEE. 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 
(1) h u e  Title: Does tke 7ubEc support this project? 

(2) Issue Number: 1 (3) Date Due: sf394 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Hezton.Nikxlslcy/K1ein/Van Der h y m e n e k e  

(6) Issue Statement: Does the public supAmrt Chis project? 

(7) Background: Tne Depai ient  of Energy and the NC?P Steering Commirtee have both gone. 
on record indicarine - rfiar the project would not proceed without communiry a c c t p n c t  of the 
project. 

(8) Discussion: From the be,Oinning, the National Conversion Pio t  Eoject was exFerimenrd in 
name. Nor wanntig IO follow che much cridcized approach of "decide md defend", the 
community pardciprion Lq h e  NCPP was l q e i y  &ecwl by sri!sehoiders. Tna; apI;roach 
ori,$nared before &e XC?P was even reco-gized as a project. a d  evolvc-6 into the development 
of a Steering C ~ ~ ; M ~ K C C  =ked with p i d i n g  project eiforts and assessing c o r n m i r y  
acceptance. The following discussion reiates the public participation process l e h g  up to and 
throughout Stage I, and the resuits of that process. 

R o c b  F a t <  L a  Tmmc:s Tnidztive rP,FT,ID : Tfie RFLI? is a coaiidon of lccd governments, 
workers, comuniry-base3 inteicsts -goups, economic iniercsts, aiid Site neighbors wor1hg 
together io iaen&-y, andyze and mitigate impacts resulring form the chmge Li mission and p i m  
for k e  fume. RFLE has 75 members, with a Board of Direcrors consis&?g of reTresenmives 
form L!e I'allowLig organizadons: Jeffexon Councy, 30dder  Counr;, Ciry o f  Xrvada, C i y  of 
Brmmielci, ciry of Wesaiqsxr,  ciry of ~ouide:, Ciry of ~ a k e w d ,  C~IY or NoriiiTgienii, Public 
Service Company, Jefferson Economic CouiicZ, Noriiwest LMen-o Chw'oer, Broomiield 
Economic Deveiopmenr COT., Rocky M o u n ~  Peace Center, Nei$bor/Zanaowner, 
S teclworkers Union, Securiry Officers Union, Salaried Worker. 

When ewnomic conversion of what was h e n  known rrs the Rccicy 5a:s Plant was frrs 
conceprualIy intrcduczd by <?e D z p m e n t  in June, 1992, the c o m u n i r y  rezponded t.hm a series 
of nee5nps heid by the R x k y  Eats Local hpaccs Initiative (RFLE) joint Long T e a  Land Use 
and Economic Deve!or;rnen[ C O ~ ~ ~ K E Z S .  (Tne now-fomed Rocky Flats Ci;;izen Advisory 
Board was not ye[ ii i  exisrexe, so the role of RFLE was critical at rhis,juncrur,.) P*ci?arion in 
these coDMinees wzs open and included a broad rep-resenmadon of the communiry, hciuding 
representatives from siate, ciry and county sovemenfs ,  chambers of commerce, economic 
development orgmizarions, k e  former Rocky Rars Monitoring Cound, the Rxky Mountain 
Peace Cenrer, the Physicians for Social Responsibility, Colorado Coalinon for the Prevention of 
Nuclear War, and other comuniry organimtions. These comminee generated Or& cxireria for 
inte'rka rense and a n  initiai ser of quesnons regarding how such a project would be reviared To 
explore those issues, wih pmicuiar emphasis on wnat ap-wared robe the mosc signZcmr 
(rqdarory)  concerns, an Lirerkn Re-use Re,darory Task Force was convened in h o b e r ,  1992, 
consisc;ng of b e  Colorado D e n w e n t  o f  Heaih. the Environmental Prorecnon Agency, the 
D e p m e n t  ofEnergy, and thk Colorado Artorney Gened ' s  Office. 

The Reuplatory Task Force, as it became known, met monthly u n d  A p d  i993. In Apd, the 
Colorado Depamnent or' Eiealh and the Environmental Protecdon Agency a p d  it would be 
easier to resolve these issues ana questions if here was a speciiic proposal io react to. At this 
h e ,  Manufacruring S c h c e s  Corporation (&EX), because of a propod they had suomictd f0 
perform r m y c h g  at the S i q  a g e d  to a ~ ' s m w  man1' for possible conversion. During the 
Summer of 1993, ri;e Re,yiatory Task Force a z e d  to become a SEee,+g Cornminee for the 
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proposed National Conversion H o t  Project, and was expanded to invite representatives fiom 
MSC, the Governors Office of Business Development, the plant workers, RFLII and the newly 
formed Citizens Advisory Board. Thru a consensus-only decision making style and a diverse 
composition, the Steering Committee was designed up-front with a system of "checks and 
balances" to prevent undue weight for any particular position. A Sounding.Board was also 
formed to assure a broader representation ~KIQ the public. Many of the pdcipants of the 
Sounding Board were members of the original joint Long Term Land Use and Economic 
Development Committees. 

- -  , 

RFLII served as the focal pogt to initiate community involvement in discussing the possibility 
and acceptability of economic conversion at the Site, and alternatives to economic conversion. 
RFLII appropriately identified re,gdatory agencies as codecisionmakers, and key community 
organizations as active participants in the NCPP evaluation process. 

Steering. C o r n  'nee: The Steering Committee functioned as a board of directors for future 
NU?P activities, focusing on the resolution of technical issues and further involving the public in 
the decisionmaking process. Subcommittees were established in order to focus technical 
expertise on specific issues or potential barriers to economic conversion (see following 
discussion on Issue Resolution). To further involve the public in the decision making process, 
the Steering Committee followed several paths: establishment of a community Sounding Board 
to be more rnclusive of cammunity organizations desiring more active andor technical review 
participation in the process, use of public meetings to better inform the general public, use of a 
formal issue response process to identify and respond to key community concerns, use of reading 
rooms to dismbute printed materials, and site tours. 

On July 20, 1994, the Steering Committee voted to recommend to the Department that the 
project advance to Stage II of the project The Department of Energy representarive to the 
Steering Committee abstained from voting, due to potential conflict of interest considering a dual 
role as technical project manager 

Issue Resolution ProcesS : To ensure that a l l  concerns raised by the public and members of the 
Steering Committee themselves were resolved, a formal Issue Resolution Process was developed. 
AS issues were raised, the Steering Committee referred issues to one of six subcommittees of 
technical experts from the plant, the Governor's Office on Business Development, the Colorado 
Department of Health, the Environmental Protection Agency, and Manufacrurin, = Sciences 
Cornration. The technical experrs in these groups would then develop a technical response to 
the h u e  (such as presented here) and submit the response for review by the Sounding Board. 
Following Sounding Board review, the issue would then either be referred back to the 
subcommittee for rework, or to the Steering Commitree for approval. Findings were then 
presented in public meerings, and additional questions were solicited. During this process, 157 
issues were raised, all of which were resolved to the satisfaction of the Steering Committee. 

Soundin? Board: A community Sounding Board was established at the beginning of Stage I, for the purpose of providing additional involvement for individuals or organizations desirin, Q a more 
active role in the project, communicating public concerns to the S teexing Committee, and 
conducting technical review of S~eering Committee responses to public concerns. Organizations 
provided with the opportunity to participate on the Sounding Board included the American 
Friends Service Committee, the City of Arvada, Boulder County, the City of Broomfield, 
Citizens Against Nuclear Dishformation in Denver, the Coalition of Jefferson County 
Chambers, the Environmental Information Network, JeEerson County, Jefferson Economic 
Cound, the Rocky Flats Cleanup Coalition, a Rocky Fiats Employee, the Rocky Mountain 
Peace Center, the Sierra Club, the United Steelworkers of America, and the City of Westminster. 
Some of  the above organizations declined participation. For example, the Rocky Mountain Peace 
Center declined participation due to its expressed belief that the public p&ci?ation process was 
suspect Participating Sounding Board members, reviewed draft responses, discussed the issues 
with Steering Committee representatives in four separate meetings, were complimentary of the 
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process and efforts of the Steering Comminee, and indicated the community issues raised were 
being adequately resolved. 

Iic Meetins: Tne NCPP was either a formal topic for discussion, or representatives of the 
Steering Cornminee were available to discuss the project at seven public meethgs during the 90- 
day Stage I, with the general intent of informing the public on the projcxt, receiving feedback, 

0 Pub 

and responding to questions or issues. At the suggestion of the Rocky Mountain Peace Center, 
two of these meetings were focused on the project, to provide greater oppomdty for discussion. 
Issues received at the public meetings were collected and added to a comprehensive list for 
trackins and resolution. The final publc hearing for Stage I was held on June 15, 1994. 

Public sentiment at the final public meeting was generally in favor of moving ahead to Stage II. 
Elected officials, business leaders, workers, and some members of the general public sup_mrted 
an immediate decision to proceed. Some coxmentors, however, raised concern about Stage ID 
and the public participation process itself, asking for more rime to review work prepared by the 
Steering Committee. An additional 30 days was provided for submirtal of wrinen comments on 
the project, during which four letters were submitted. Three of the organizations, the Sierra 
Club, Rocky Mountain Peace Center ana the Physicians fcr Social Responsibility raised concerns 
previousiy addressed by the Steering Committee, mosily regarding Stage IZI operations. The 
RFCAB recommended advancement to Stage II but ais0 express& non-consensus on a decision 
to proceed to Stage m. . 

Discussion raised at, and subsequent ro the public meerings, led the Steering Committee to 
believe fnat the communiry accepts advmcing to Stage II of the project, and recognize tha? 
aadiuond information gatherkg and discussion is necessary before a recommendation regarding 
Stage could be made. 

Disn;lbur;lon of Pr;Lnted Materials: To m l e r  enhance the communication of infonmdon wirh 
imerestexi panies, i? wrirsn status report was prepared and, dong with copies of the Cmperative 
Agreemen?, was dsnributed !o local re&g rooms. A Fact Sheet describing the project was also 
w-ritten and widely dismbuted, and advemsements announckg public meerings ana avvlabiiiry 
of dccumentation were published in local newspapers. 

Tom: Three t o m  of the NCPP faciliries were offered to representatives of public organizarions 
Curing Stage I (i.e., R F C G ,  Sounding Board, Steering Committee, Wd, sme legissiatuii). 
These t o m  were useful in allowing the invited representatives to see first hand what the project 
would entail and bener form their own opinions regarding project acceptabiliry. 

Rmkv Fiats Citizens Advisorv Bo&: The =CAB is charged 
reaplators on site cleanup, and consists of individuals from the following organizations: 
Arvada City Council, Westminster City Council, City of Bmmfield, Colorado State Senate, 
Jefferson County, Colorado Environmental Coalition, Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Peace 
Center, National Conference of State Legislatures, Colorado Council OR Rocky Hats, Rocky 
Flats Cleanup Commission, EG&G Rocky Flats, and United Steelworkers of Amedca, as well as 
representatives from Colorado academic insritudons, the healthcare industry and local 
businesses. As previously discussed, the RFCAB was not in existence when the topic of 
economic conversion was first raised. During the formative period of the RFCAB, an informal 
representative of the RFCAB attended Steering C o d n e e  rneedngs, and bought  briefing and 
informational materials back to the RFCAB to keep it apprised of NCPP zcdviaes. On July 7, 
1994, the WCAB was able to make ics first official recommendation to the Department of 
Energy that i t  had no opposition to advancing ro Stage Lz: of the projwr. Reflechg mixed 
community reaction to Stage m, the WCAB also noted mixed reacrion to that Stage of the 
project 

(9) Recornrnendation(s): Based on the infoxmation gathered in the above described processes, 
the NCPP Steering Committee has determined that the communiry generally accepts the p r o p 4  

advising DOE and its 

* 
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to move into Skge II of the NCPP. This h e t h a t i o n  is not intended to affect a future decision 
to advance to Stage EL 
(10) References: RFCAB to Mark Silverman, July 15,1994. Physicians for Social 
Responsibility to Thomas Grumbly, July 12,1114. Rocky Mountain Peace Center to N B P  
Steering Committee, July 7,1994. Sierra Club to N B P  Steering Committee, July 4,1994. 

! 

. '  
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 

1SS"E RESPONSE SREET 

Issue Title: What would happen if the agencies (or other players) should come to an 
impasse? 

PUBLIC O U T R E l C H S U B C O ~ E  
- -  +A- -; 

. .  

.- 
' (1) 

(2) IssueNumber: 2 (3) Date Due: 4/30/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/KleinNan Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tariton 

Issue Statement: What would happen if the agencies (or other players) should come to an 
impasse? 

(6) 

(7) Background: The National Convenion Pilot Project Steeling Committee operates by 
conse3sus, in which each decision reached is accepted by all panics. To date. the S~ezring 
Committee has been successful in developing consensus for ail issues. . 

(S) Discussion: Nonconcurrence by a parricular p q  is considered to represent a siznir'lcmt 
issue relative to determining commuky and regulator acceptance of the project. Thus, a n  
"impasse", if ever reached, would likely result in project terminauon. 

(9) Recommendation(s): This issue siiouid be considered closed. 

(10) References: None. 
. _  

. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What other groups have concerns or questions? What are they? 

(2) IssueNumber: 3 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/Klein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

Issue Statement: Has there been sufficient, broad input of issues, questions, or concerns? 

Background: To date (5/16/94), more than 157 questions or concerns have been 
identified, addressed as "issues" in this document. Each of these have been responded to in 
writing. The Steering Committee has elected not to publish the names of the originating 
organizations. 

Discussion: Organizations that have raised issues and questions include: (8) 

Colorado Department of Health 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Citizens Advisory Board 
Rocky Flats Local Impacts Initiative 
Rocky Mountain Peace Center 
City of Broomfield 
City of Arvada 
Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission 
United Steelworkers of America 
U. S. Department of Energy 
EG&G Rocky Flats, Inc. 

(9) 

(10) References: In addition to the other 156 issues, see Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue 

Recornrnendation(s): This issue should be considered closed. 

No. 1. 

e 
Issue 3 June 7,1994 Public Outreach Subcommittee 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET .. 
Issue Title: Are the roles and process of the Steering Committee and Sounding Board 
acceptable to all? 

IssueNumber: 4 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulshy/KIein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Taxlton 

Issue Statement: The concern of the question appears to be focused on the acceptability of 
the roles and processes by each individual in each organization. 

Background: The roles of the Steering Committee have been established since December 
1993. Each participant - Colorado Department of Health, Environmental Protection 
Agency, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, Department of Energy, EG&G, Rocky Flats 
Local Impacts Initiative, United Steelworkers of America - agreed to its scope and 
operating rules. The Sounding Board was convened to assist the Steering Committee in 
understanding and resolving community concerns, and agreed to a written charter in initial 
meetings. Each group has distinct roles in the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) 
process. Other processes for assessing community acceptance of the project were also 
initiated (see Public Outreach Subcommittee Response Sheet No. 1). 

Discussion: The Steering Committee has attempted to provide all interested parties with 
meaningful opportunities for participation in the NCPP. The Steering Committee has also 
attempted to make sure that it fairly receives input from interested parties. It is believed 
that the roles and responsibilities of the Sounding Board are acceptable to active 
participants, and a fair opportunity for involvement has been provided for all interested 
parties. 

Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered closed, 

e 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What about the Hall Amendment? 

(2) IssueNumber: 5 (3) Date Due: 4/30/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Van Der Puy 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/Klein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/ 

(6) 

(7) 

Tarlton 

Issue Statement: What about the Hall Amendment? 

Background: The Hall Amendment to the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1994 allows the Secretary of Energy to lease, at less than fair market value, property 
at Department of Energy (DOE) facilities that is being reconfigured. The purpose of the 
amendment is to allow the Secretary flexibility in efforts to minimize the impacts of 
mission changes or cancellations, such as at Rocky Flats. The amendment also requires the 
department to obtain Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) concurrence for leases on 
Superfund sites (such as Rocky flats), authorizes leasing of personal property (such as 
office furniture and computers), and gives some priority to retaining equipment at a facility, 
as opposed to shipping it to another government facility, if that equipment is needed to 
minimize the impacts of reconfiguration on the local economy. The Hall Amendment also 
provides for the return of lease fees back to the originating facility for lease administration 
or environmental cleanup. 

Discussion: As  a result of the Hall Amendment, lease conditions can be more favorable to 
communities and/or businesses, potentially attracting more economic development 
proposals, At the same time, by giving the EPA concurrence authority over proposed lease 
agreements, the public can be provided with additional assurances that leases would be 
consistent with the safety and protection of human health and the environment. Finally, 
money collected by DOE under a lease could be returned to the site (instead of the general 
federal treasury) for cleanup. 

(8) 

(9) Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How is the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) being integrated within 
the Department of Energy @OE)? 

IssueNumber: 6 (3) Date Due: 4/30/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Van Der Puy 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/Klein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

Issue Statement: How is the NCPP being integrated within the DOE? 

Background The Draft Rocky Flats Strategic Plan (February 22,1994) articulates a 
vision statement for Rocky Flats in which the facility would: "Be the model site for 
environmental restoration and economic conversion with community recognition and 
suppor~" This theme is canied further in the draft Strategic Plan in specific reference to 
the National Conversion Pilot Project. Thus, economic conversion in general, and the 
NCPP by specific reference, is of considerable importance to the management of the Rocky 
Flats Field Office (RFFO), and has-been considered at the strategic planning level for the 
facility. In addition, one objective of the NCPP is to develop and communicate to other 
DOE facilities the processes followed to convert contaminated facilities to private uses. 
Finally, economic conversion, in general, is being addressed in the Site-Wide 
Environmental Impact Statement,-and results of &e NCPP will help develop alternatives 
considered by that document. 

Discussion: To assure understanding of the process and issues surrounding the NCPP, the 
RFFO management team has been briefed, with senior managers receiving periodic 
updates. To assure integration with other program activities for which staff may have 
concerns, the NCPP project management team at RFFO has intentionally sought 
participation from various program organizations in the preparation of the Cooperative 
Agreement with Manufacturing Sciences Corporation and in the various NCPP 
subcommittees. As a result of this participation, technical concerns relating to the project 
have been identified, added to the comprehensive list of issues, and are currently being 
resolved. 

In addition, the Cooperative Agreement between Manufacturing Sciences Corporation and 
the department calls for the transfer of lessons learned during this project to other DOE 
facilities. 

In summary, the NCPP has been integrated with other activities within DOE via strategic 
planning exercises, development of the Cooperative Agreement, and inclusion of 
representatives from other programs in NCPP issue resolution. 

Recornrnendation(s): This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: None. * i 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What provision is being made for full public disclosure of all relevant 
information and full, open public debate regarding all aspects of the National Conversion 
Pilot Project (NCPP) prior to any Stage I decisions? 

(2) IssueNumber: 7 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Hearon/MikulskylKlein.Nan Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

(6) Issue Statement: What provision is being made for full public disclosure of all relevant 
information and full, open public debate regarding all aspects of the NCPP prior to any 
Stage I decisions? 

Background: Public Outreach Working Group Issue Response Sheet No. 1 (the final 
version of which will be made available after the June 15, 1994, public meeting) describes 
the processes used to communicate relevant information, and obtain, discuss and respond to 
public concerns. 

Discussion: The opportunities for communication and public input to the project are 
described in Public Outreach Subcommittee Response Sheet No. 1. 

Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered closed. 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) References: Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue Response Sheet No. 1. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Given the fact that the mission of the Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board is 
to advise the Department of Energy and its regulators regarding cleanup-related activities at 
Rocky Flats, what provision is being made to obtain advice regarding the National 
Conversion Pilot Project from this board prior to any Stage One decisions? 

IssueNumber: 8 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: HeatoWikulskylKleirsNan Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

Issue Statement: The Citizens Advisory Board should be given the opportunity to review 
this project. 

Background: In the Fall of 1993, the Citizens Advisory Board was presented with 
materials describing the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) and invited to 
participate on the Steering Committee. This invitation was reiterated by letter in January 
1994. On May 5, 1994, the NCPP Steering committee briefed the Citizens Advisory 
Board. Also, the Citizens Advisory Board has been provided with the opportunity for 
involvement offered to the general public. 

Finally, the Citizens Advisory Board was not precluded from other informational processes 
described in Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue Response Sheet No. 1. 

Discussion: The Citizens Advisory Board has been given opportunity to advise the 
Steering Committee regarding the project through an available seat on the Steering 
Committee, a briefing by the Steering Committee, and other NCPP informational 
processes. 

Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered closed. 

(IO) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PXLOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMXTTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What is the record in terms of public accountability of Manufacturing 
Sciences Corporation’? 

Issue Number: 9 (3) Date Due: 4/30/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/MikuIsky/Klein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

Issue Statement: How has Manufacturing Sciences Corporation complied with previous 
permit conditions? 

Background: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) operates a metals recycling 
facility in Oak Ridge, Tennessee under the following licenses and permits: Tennessee 
Department of Health and Environment Radioactive Material License No. S- 1046-E93, 
Oak Ridge TN Sewer System Permit No. 997346/2907P, Tennessee Department of Health 
and Environment Air Permit No. 028 19OP, Tennessee D e p m e n t  of Health and 
Environment and Conservation Radioactive Waste Shippers License No. T-TN003-L92, 
and South Carolina Radioactive Waste Transport Permit No. 0358-41-92. 

Discussion: Since 1935, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation has operated a metals 
recycling facility in Oak Ridge, Tennessee under a radiological materials license granted by 
that state‘s Department of Health. This license is subject to revocation if the licensee 
violates its provisions. State of Tennessee officials have visited the plant for unannounced 
inspections, typically one week in duration, at least annually over the eight-year period 
following award of the license. These inspections covered all radiological records and 
interviews with MSC employees. Interviews were also held with the plant managers after 
each inspection to point out any deficiencies. Manufacturing Sciences Corporation has 
never received a Notice of Violation or Deficiency on any of its permits, and has been held 
up as a model to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for a radiological operation in the 
State of Tennessee. 

+ 

Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) says it intends to utilize British 
Nuclear Fuels Limited (BNFL) for some work to be done at Rocky Flats. Precisely what 
does MSC expect BNFL to do? What is BNFL's record in terms of public accountability 
and safe operating procedures? 

Issue Number: 10 (3) Date Due: 4/30/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/Klein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

Issue Statement: What work will British Nuclear Fuels, Limited (BNFL) perform on the 
project, and what is its record with regard to public accountability and safety? 

Background: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation has teamed up with BNFL, Inc., a 
subsidiary of British Nuclear Fuels, Limited, for Stage I planning activities and would 
propose to continue that relationship during the cleanup stage of the project. 

Discussion: Manufacturing Sciences Corporation expects BNFL to develop a cleanup plan 
for the four project buildings, utilizing BNFL's experience in cleaning up similar buildings 
in the United Kingdom. BNFL will also develop and implement an additional skills 
training program similar to that used successfully to train their production workers for 
decontamination efforts. BNFL will also provide technical and engineering management 
support for the cleanup stage. 

Regarding public accountability, BNFL's record in the past several years - since it 
adopted an  openness policy similar to one the Secretary of Energy has initiated - is 
considered to be excellent. In addition, BNFL has initiated a voluntary program of 
environmental protection that has resulted in the reduction of discharges from its Sellafield, 
England facility by several orders of magnitude. 

To ensure continued accountability, National Conversion Pilot Project cleanup activities 
will be regulated by the Department of Energy, Environmental Protection Agency and 
Colorado Department of Health. 

Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2) Issue Number: 11 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Issue Title: Does the public want private industrial operations at Rocky Flats that would 
include processing hazardous and radioactive materials? 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

(5) subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/Klein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

(6) Issue Statement: Does the public want private industrial operations at Rocky Flats that 
would include processing hazardous and radioactive materials? 

(7) Background: None. 

(8) Discussion: The decision to proceed to Stage II affects only cleanup and related activities. 
A decision to proceed to manufacturing activities, including those involving hazardous and 
radioactive materials, will be made during Stage 11, as a result of a formal public 
involvement process. 

(9) 

(10) References: Refer to Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue Response Sheet No. 1. 

Recommendation: This issue is closed for the purposes of advancement to the cleanup 
stage of the National Conversion Pilot Project. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What will be the format to allow input on use of this facility for purposes beyond 
Stage III? 

(2) IssueNumber: 12 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/Klein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/Tarlton 

(6) h u e  Statement: How will the decision to start Stage III be made? How long will Stage III 
last? 

(7) Background: As a result of community desires to understand the process for starting Stage 
111, and the duration thereof, the Steering Committee has sought to clarify how it would reach a 
recommendation to proceed into Stage IU, initiate related recycling/manufacturhg activities, 
and determine the duration of those manufacturing activities. The conclusions of the Steering 
Committee are predicated on the following conditions: 

The scope of the NCPP is limited to determining the feasibility of converting the four 
buildings in question to private use. 

e The specific conversion activities within the scope of the NCPP will only be considere 
feasible if industry is willing to conduct those activities, and if the community and 
regulators accept those activities. 

Stage III of the project should have a limited duration, such that the total time period of 
the pilot project be limited to about five years, consistent with the project approval 
memorandum signed by the Secretary of Energy. 

Success of the NCPP is not dependent on a favorable determination to proceed with 
manufacturing activities, or the duration of those activities. 

If initiated, manufacturing activities would likely continue beyond the end of the pilot 
project. 

(8) Discussion: The Steering Committee has concluded that the following process should be used 
to allow input on the potential leasing of the NCPP buildings in Stage I11 and beyond: 

(1) Early in Stage 11, the DOE should conduct a Market Analysis and solicit Expression(s) of 
Interest in a lease (with the minimum acceptable lease period identified and a maximum 
duration of five years with an option for a five-year renewal) to conduct manufacturing 
activities under three scenarios: 

a) Recycle scrap metals, beryllium and/or depleted uranium at the four buildings in 
question using materials available only at the Rocky Flats site. The responder would 
be requested to estimate the number of years operations could be maintained and 
work force required. 
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Recycle scrap metals, beryllium and/or depleted uranium at the four buildings in 
question using materials available at the Rocky Flats site and from any other source 
as necessary to develop and maintain their business. 

Recycle scrap metals, beryllium and/or depleted uranium at the four buildings in 
question, initially using materials available only at the Rocky Flats site for a proposed 
duration, with an option to expand operations to include processing of imported 
materials after the time period proposed for the initial operations expired. 

Expressions of Interest submitted to the FSFO would help the Steering Committee determine if 
industry were interested in operations limited to use of onsite materials andlor if industry 
would be interested in limited operations with incentives or the option for expanded operations 
at some time in the future. The Steering Committee would also understand minimum 
acceptable lease duration. 

Once Expressions of Interest are received, a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
public involvement process should be initiated. The Expressions of Interest would help 
develop real life alternatives to the No Action alternative, and be evaluated in the iNEPA 
process. For example, feedback might indicate that industry would be willing initially 
limit operations to onsite activities, with eventual expansion to include importation of 
scrap metals. Such feedback would be critical in helping the public and the Steering 
Committee make recommendation(s) regarding which altemative(s) should be followed. 
During the NEPA process, the public would also be asked to provide suggestions for 
lease conditions. 

Concurrent with the NEPA process, preparatory actions would be initiated to identify and 
select a candidate leasee, and prepare lease terms. Should the decision be made to 
advance to the manufacturing stage of the project (via the NEPA process described above 
and related NCPP public involvement processes [see Public Outreach Subcommittee 
Issue Response Sheet No. l]), the lease would be signed at the end of Stage 11. 

Because a comprehensive analysis of all potential future uses of the Rocky Flats site, 
including economic conversion, is being analyzed in the Site Wide Environmental Impact 
Statement (current estimated completion date of October, 1996), any lease signed would 
contain language requiring re-evaluation of the lease at the end of the first five-year 
period to assure consistency with the outcome of the SWEIS. If economic development 
is not considered to be an appropriate future use of the site, the lease would not be 
renewed. 

Through use of the above process, the public would have a meaningful opportunity to affect 
decisions to proceed with manufacturing activities or abandon the idea and the NCPP, the 
duration of those activities, and the phase-in of operations. Recommendations from the public 
would be based on beforehand knowledge of industry interest, rather than hypothetical 
scenarios. At the same time, industry would be given the flexibility to develop unique 
proposals, and would not be subject to another decision point at the end of the NCPP. Also, if 
a decision to move to Stage I11 were made, the selected business and the affected employees 
would know the expected duration of the lease and could plan accordingly. 

Thus, by giving the public and industry greater opportunities for input before a decision to 
proceed with manufacturing activities is made, the quality of the decision would be improved 
as would the benefits of that decision on the players. 

The process or format for receiving input on the decision to proceed into Stage 111, andor 
continue manufacturing activity at the end of the NCPP has been developed and described 
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e- above. Revisions to this process may be made as a result of additional information or results 
NEPA reviews. 

(9) Recommendation: This issue is closed for the purposes of advancement to the cleanup stage 
of the NCPP. 

(10) References: None. 
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(9) 

NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Has the Citizens Advisory Board formally been invited to participate in this 
discussion? 

Issue Number: 13 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/Klein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

Issue Statement: Has the Citizens Advisory Board formafly been invited to participate in 
this discussion? 

Background: See also Public Outreach Subcornittee Issue Response Sheet No. 8. 

Discussion: The Citizens Advisory Board was formally invited to participate in January 
1994. 

Recommendation: This issue is closed for the purposes of advancement to the cleanup 
stage of the National Conversion Pilot Project. 

References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2) Issue Number: 14 (3) Date Due: 5/16/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

(5) 

Issue Title: When will there be public hearings on the project? 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/Klein/Vm Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

(6) Issue Statement: Will there be public hearings on the project? 

(7). Background: 

(8) Discussion: Yes. There will be a formal public hearing under the IM/IRA addressing 
Stage I1 operations should the project proceed to Stage 11. In addition, public meetings will 
continue to be held throughout the project and prior to any decision to proceed to 
manufacturing activities. 

Recommendation: This issue is closed for the purposes of advancement to the cleanup 
stage of the NCPP. 

(9) 

(10) References: None. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
PUBLIC OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: Should the Steering Committee request an independent assessment (outside of 
the British Nuclear Industry) of the health, safety and environmental aspects of the cleanup 
work performed by British Nuclear Fuels, Limited, at their Capenhurst, England facility? 

(2) Issue Number: 15 (3) Date Due: 5/23/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Heaton 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Heaton/Mikulsky/Klein/Van Der Puy/Henneke/ 
Tarlton 

(6) Issue Statement: Should the Steering Committee request an independent assessment * 

(outside of the British Nuclear Industry) of the health, safety and environmental aspects of 
the cleanup work performed by British Nuclear Fuels, Limited (BNFL), at their 
Capenhurst, England facility? 

Background: Although the Cooperative Agreement for the planning and cleanup stages of 
the National Conversion Pilot Project is between Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
(MSC) and the Department of Energy (DOE), MSC intends to use BNFL Inc. as a 
subcontractor to perform cleanup work (See Public Outreach Subcommittee Issues 
Response Sheet No. 10). 

Discussion: The role of the Steering Committee is to evaluate the feasibility of converting 
four buildings at Rocky Flats to private recycling/manufacturing activities. It is beyond the 
purview of the Steering Committee to select or evaluare the private entity involved. Thus, 
the Steering Committee declines the suggestion that an independent review of BNFL 
historical performance be conducted prior to their involvement in this project. 

All Stage XI cleanup activities will be regulated under an Interim Measureflntenm Remedial 
Action (IWiRA) under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (CERCLA), and subject to the terms of the Cooperative Agreement between 
MSC and DOE. Under the Cooperative Agreement, MSC is responsible to comply with all 
laws and regulatory agreements, and is responsible for the performance of its 
subcontractors. Under CERCLA, DOE is responsible for the execution of the IM/IRA and 
the performance of MSC. The Colorado Department of Health and the Environmental 
Protection Agency will provide independent assurance of performance. 

From the Department of Energy's perspective, it is concerned that MSC, its subcontractors 
or, if applicable, the Stagc 111 participant be qualified for their intended role in the National 
Conversion Pilot Project. During Stage 11, BNFL, Inc.'s role is of developing the building 
cleanup and training plans for the Stage 11 workers. During Stage 11, BNFL, Inc. would 
assist MSC in the management of the implementation of the IM/IRA. BNFL, Inc. was 
selected because of its excellent record in these areas. 

(7) 

(8) e 

(9) Recommendation: This issue is closed for the purposes of advancement to the cleanup 
stage of the NCPP. 

(10) References: 0 
Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue 15 June 7,1994 
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BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 
STE,ERING COMMITTEE LIAISON: Dennis Floyd 

What are the facility and equipment needs of the private operator? 
What are the pnvate firm’s operating costs during Stage I1 and III? 
What is the proliected market for materials recycled at Rocky Flats? 
What is the time period a private operator can sustain a recycling business if materials are 
brought in from other facilities? 
What is the time period a private operator can sustain a recycling business using materials 
available only at Rocky Flats? 
What if the Stage III company goes out of business? Are the assumptions realistic? 
Can Stage I1 funding be assured? How can a two-year contract be signed? 
Has there been (z long-term cost analysis of the entire project? 
Why not take thle facilities and property through the traditional property disposal prozcss? 
What are the advantages of a cooperative agreement for handling property issues? 
What are the benefits of proceeding with a !ease arrangement? 
Could DOE sell scrap metal to private operators to process? 
Who will fund ;md be responsible for conducting quality and technical reviews of all 
project delivera bles? 
How will ownership and management of precious metals be administered under the 
agreement? 
Who pays the cost? The taxpayers through DQE own both the facilities proposed for use 
(four buildings and equipment) and the material contemplated for recycling and 
employment in manufacture. What are the specific economic arrangements for rent and/or 
transfer of ownership of this material to a private operator and then for selling products 
back to DOE or to other buyers? Who gains? Who pays? Who loses? Who will provide 
an independent costbenefit analysis? 
What if the WCPP was limited only to use of RSM? What would the project look like, and 
how would it compare with the proposal to use Be and DU along with RSM? 
When AMSC says in its Stakeholder’s Response booklet what material to be used in its 
projected recyc! ing-/manufacturing operations will “come most!y from other DOE sires” (p. 
8, no. Cl), whar: is meant? What non-DOE sources will material come from? What sort of 
material? How much? For what purpose will this material be used? By whom will ir  be 
regulated in every step from prxurement to transport to use in manufacture to delivery of 
products? 
What other communities/facilities are involved in or are affected by your project (for 
instance, as sources of material, or as located along transport routes, or as designated for 
waste disposal)‘? What is being done to inform the public in these communities and to 
involve them in assessment of risks they may face? 
What are the cost benefits for DOE if the building is re-utilized? 
Is the recycling process environmentally sound? 
What types of contaminated materials could be imported to Rocky Flats for use in private 
operations 
What is your rationale for importing large quantities of toxic or radioactive material onto 
the Rocky FIats site? What other options exist for dealing with this material elsewhere? 
Describe the materials coming onto the site in each phase. How much? In what form 
(rebar, sheets, ingots, etc.)? How will it be packaged and transporred? Where will i t  come 
from? What are the routes? What uansport permits are required? 
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Recent reports refer to health problems associated with exposure to depleted uranium in 
Iraq, among both U.S. soldiers and Iraqi citizens. What do these reports reveal about the 
nature of this material? How do you justify bringing such material to Rocky Flats in large 
quantities when the site already has other toxic and radioactive materials in abundance? 
What is the contemplated product? Describe in detail. Is it related to DOE plans for 
underground disposal of radioactive waste? If so, where will the material be buried? Whal 
is the rationale for this method of disposing of radioactive waste? Does the fact of these 
hazards render this disposal method at best a questionable method? Has an EIS been 
conducted to determine the impact and feasibility of this method at the proposed disposal 
area? Given questions which continue to plague this approach to waste management, what 
is the justification for investing large sums of taxpayer money in this project? 
What are the exact processes proposed for recycling and manufacturing operations using 
Be, DU, and contaminated metals? What provision is being made for independent (non- 
DOE, non-MSC, non-EPA, non-CDH) analyses of any risks associated with these 
processes? 
Precisely what products are proposed for manufacture as part of the NCPP? What 
provision is being made for independent (non-DOE, non-MSC, non-EPA, non-CDH) 
analysis of any risks associated with these products? 
Will the private contractor be offered indemnification and if so, how? Has it already 
occurred? 
How will the final contractor be selected through the competitive process? Will it be 
awarded to the lowest bid or best qualified company? 
How long will private manufacturing continue beyond the pilot project? For how many 
years will the importation of material occur? 
Will the contracts between a private operator and DOE be open for public review before 
they are entered into? 
Who will hold the title for the buildings and the equipment throughout the pilot project and 
there after? 
When will Stage I11 end? 
WiII contaminated materials be imported in Stage III? How much? Will depleted uranium 
be imported? 
Will there be a Stage IV for public review and discussion prior to the importation of any 
contaminated material for use in  private manufacturing? 
Can the equipment be moved off site for use? 
Can the material be decontaminated elsewhere? 
Is there enoung material on plant site to sustain private operator for a 5-year perior beyond 
the end of Stage III? 
When well we know how much feed stock is available on site for private recycling 
operation? 
Will feed stock information be made available to the public during Stage I? 
What is BNFL's credibility to do such a job? 
Who will be liable for iIInesses as a result of private operations? 
What are MSC's and BNFL's qualifications for doing what they propose for the NCPP? 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

( 1 )  Issue Title: What are the facility and equipment needs of the private operator? 

(2 )  Issue Number: 1 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

(4)  Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Lany Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

(6)  Issue Statement: The facility and equipment needs will have a major impact on the project 
costs and must be known early in the planning process. 

(7)  Background: The Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) proposal on which the National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) was based called for using equipment in four buildings at 
Rocky Flats: 444,447,883 and 865. These buildings were previously used for manufacturing 
metal parts from beryllium, depleted uranium and steel. The NCPP contemplates processing 
these same metals, using scrap metal as feed. Much of the equipment within the building will be 
used for this recycling, but it is important to remove that which is not needed to free-up space for 
manufacturing activities. 

(8)  Discussion: The equipment required in each of the buildings has been identified and tagged. 
A list of that equipment has been prepared and is available in the referenced memo. The 
equipment not needed will be entered into the Department of Energy (DOE) process for excess 
equipment. MSC is assessing whether it would be economically viable to decontaminate and 
release equipment not needed eisewhere by the DOE. 

(9) Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: Memo, C.M. Edstrom to L.E. Wilson, “Equipment Needs NCPP Production 
Phase”. 

Issue 1 June 8, 1994 Business Plan Subcommittee 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1 )  Issue Title: What are the private firm’s operating costs during Stage Il and III? 

(2)  Issue Number: 2 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

(4)  Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

(5) Subcommittee h u e  Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

(6)  Issue Statement: An understanding of the operating costs for commercial recycling is 
desired. 

Background: Operating costs in facilities that process radioactive materials are higher than 
normal manufacturing operations due to the environmental controls and health monitoring 
practices that must be employed. 

Discussion: The principal activity in Stage I1 of the National Conversion Pilot Project will 
be cleanup. The operating costs for this stage will be presented in the Stage I1 clean-up pian. 
Metal recycling activities will be performed in Stage III. Operating costs for this stage will be 
presented in the Preliminary Cost/Benefit Analysis Report. * (9) Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement DE-FC34-94RFO0733. Stage I1 Cleanup Plan, 
Preliminary Cost/Benefit Analysis Report, which will both be available at the end of Stage I. 

i 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1)  Issue Title: What is the projected market for materials recycled at Rocky Flats? 

(2) Issue Number: 3 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

(6) Issue Statement: The validity of a recycle business at Rocky Flats is dependent on the 
availability of a suitable market for the products to be made. 

( 7 )  Background: The National Conversion Pilot Project contractor, Manufacturing Sciences 
Corpoxation, has been in the business of recycling the same three material types proposed for 
recycle at Rocky Flats. This experience includes close contact with the marketplace for 
recycled metal products. Some of the major market applications are described below. 

(8) Discussion: Each of the three material types has its own set of markets. 
U_ranlum will be used for radiation shielding in both shipping casks and dry storage 
containers for spent nuclear fuels. It will also be used in a major commercial application that, 
because it is under development, remains propriety. 

Bervlliuq will be used mostly in commercial markets requiring light weight and high 
stiffness, such as computer and aircraft hardware, satellite structures, audio systems etc. 

Radioactivlv-Contaminated ScraD Met4 (RSM) will be used in restricted applications where 
the presence of a slight amount of radiation will not pose a problem. Containers for low, 
transuranic and high level waste are good examples. The Department of Energy policy 
supporting such markets will be key to developing them. 

( 9 )  Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement DE-FC34-94RF00733, Preliminary Market Analysis 

e 

Report will provide more detail. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What is the time period a private operator can sustain a recycling business if 
materials are brought in from other facilities? 

Issue Number: 4 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE, Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: Discussion of the relationship between continuity of raw material supply 
and duration of a recycle business is desired. 

Background: The long range use of the Rocky Flats site is an important public issue. If 
the recycling operation needs to last beyond the cleanup of the entire site, the public should 
know. 

Discussion: Factors that would cause recycle operations to cease at the Rocky Flats site 
are: 1) lack of a continuous source of raw material, 2) degradation of equipment, or 3) 
cessation of all other activities on site and the need to remediate the four National Conversion 
Pilot Project buildings. A private operator could sustain a recycle business for twenty to 
thirty years based on the existing equipment on site. Adequate raw material for this duration 
seems assured from the Department of Energy (DOE) decommissioning activities. 
Therefore, the limiting factor will be when the DOE is ready to decommission these 
buildings, which may also be 20 to 30 years hence. 

Recomrnenda tion: 

* 

This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: None. 

Business Plan Subcommittee Issue 4 June 8, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What is the time period a private operator can sustain a recycling business 
using materials available only at Rocky Flats? 

(2) Issue Number: 5 (3) Date Due: 6/15/94 

(4)  Subcommittee Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd, Bob Reece, Larry Wilson 

(6) Issue Statement: How long can a recycling business sustain operations using materials 
that are available at Rocky Flats before materids have to be imported from other facilities. 

(7) Background: The Department of Energy (DOE) complex has vast amounts of Iow IeveI 
contaminated steels and other metals in storage throughout the DOE complex. As the DOE 
complex undergoes downsizing, the amounts of materials generated from cleanup will be 
enormous. As stated in Issue 21, the total amount of material generated could be in excess of 
1.5 inillion tons. As one of the major weapons production facilities in the DOE complex, 
Rocky Flats currently has less Radioactively Contaminated Material (RCM) in storage than 
most of the other DOE facilities. In addition, major decommissioning and decontamination 
@&D) activities in a building at Rocky Flats are not expected to begin until the turn of the 
century. In part, this is due to the fact that although Rocky Flats no longer has a defense 
production mission, and many of the facilities are being used to support downsizing and 
cleanup. As these new missions are completed, the faciiities wiII be available for D&D. 

(8) Discussion: Rocky Flats is not as rich in available stocks of RCM as are Fernald, 
Savannah River, Oak Ridge, Paducah, etc. For example, it is estimated that FernaId has 
8,oO tons of RCM in storage, with more being generated by D&D activities. The exact 
amount of steel and other metals available at Rocky Flats is still under investigation. 
Potential sources of readily available RCM is the low level waste that is currently stored at 
Rocky Flats awaiting permission to ship it to Nevada Test Site. Tu characterize this waste 
requires that all applicable Item Description Codes (IDC) be identified and then generate 
inventories associated with each DC. This then has to be combined with an estimate of the 
volume of metal to be generated from D&D activities that will be performed during Stage II 
and III of the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) and the volume of material 
generated by the deanout of the NCPP facilities themselves. 

Initially, the NCPP will be able to sustain Operations at Rocky Flats using RCM stored or 
generated by cieanup activities at Rocky Fiats. A final report discussing the amount of raw 
materials available at Rocky Flats will not be available until June 30, 1994; however, 
preliminary results indicate that manufacturing activities would not be viable without 
importation of scrap material within the first three years of operations. 

( 9 )  Recommendations: Massive quantities of RCM, sufficient to sustain recycling operations 
will not be generated at Rocky Flats until full-scale D&D commences. Sufficient quantities 
wi11 be generated and accumulated to sustain short-term recycling operations. The issues 
associated with the importation of RCM from outside Rocky Flats must be evaluated during 
Stage I1 of the NCPP. 

e 

(10) References: None. 0 
Business Plan Subcommirtee Issue 5 June 8, 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What if  the Stage 111 company goes out of business? Are the assumptions 
realistic? 

Issue Number: 6 . (3) Date Due: 5/15/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Rick Wilson 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Rick Wilson 

Issue Statement: What will be the project response to the inability of the selected Stage III 
contractor to complete the project? 

Background: Assuming that the project is authorized and funded to proceed to Stage 111, 
how will the Stage III contractor be selected, what kinds of performance and other criteria 
might be used to ensure that the selected contractor is able to complete performance of the 
contract obligations? The project must also have a method to quickly put in place another 
contractor in the event that the contractor initially selected is no longer able to continue 
business. 

Discussion: Each potential Stage III contractor will be required to submit a proposal in 
response to a solicitation document issued in conjunction with a determination that project 
progression to Stage III is appropriate. The solicitation will conform in all material respects 
to all applicable federal contracting regulations and DOE orders, in particular FAR 52.242- 13 
(Bankruptcy), FAR 52.237-3 (Continuity of Services) DEAR 970.5204-28 (Assignment). 
Potential contractors will be examined for financial and regulatory fitness, as well as a 
number of technical and management criteria, including subcontracting strategy, performance 
measures, key management personnel, past performance. It is unlikely that a Stage 111 
contractor would be selected that would not possess the technical and financial strength 
sufficient to complete Stage III activities. Since Stage 111 is competitive, the project will have 
avaiIable any number of potential contractors who could step in during Stage 111, if for some 
unforeseen reason the first selected Contractor is unable to continue or complete Stage I11 
work. Further, assuming that Stage 111 has been authorized, many assumptions would have 
been proven and their reality already determined prior to issuance of any contract solicitation. 

Recommendations: Based on the discussion above, this issue should be considered 
closed. 

(10) References: 

Business Plan Subcommittee Issue 6 June 8. 1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Can Stage II funding be assured? How can a two-year contract be signed? 

LssueNurnber: 7 (3) DateDue: 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Bob Reece 

Issue Statement: Can a Department of Energy (DOE) contract be constructed that will 
ensure the project will maintain funding continuity through the planned two-year life? 

Background: In order for the private industry participant to make a resource and sound 
business planning commitment to the project, it is essential that a minimum funding 
com:mitment to support a two-year effort be assured. 

Discussion: The Cooperative Agreement (DE-FC34-94RFOO733), Article 6, as signed by 
DOE: and Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, addresses the financial support details and 

The National Conversion Pilot Project concept is supported by the Secretary of Energy. 
The DOE has made a strong commitment and, with the approval and support of the 
community stakeholder committee, it is anticipated that the project will be fully funded 
through Stage 11. 

Recommendation: This issue be considered as adequately addressed by the Cooperative 
Agreement and the DOE stated support and intentions. 

References: Cooperative Agreement (DE-FC34-94RF00733) 

states that the DOE will provide $41M through FY96 ai ~ ~ S .  
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

i 

( 1) Issue Title: Has there been a long-term cost analysis of the entire project? 

(2) Issue Number: 8 (3) Due Date: 4/19/94 

(4)  Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd 

(6) Issue Statement: The taxpayers must be assured that this project is based on an objective 
business analysis. The project should not be undertaken unless it will be cost effective in the 
long term. 

- \  

(7) Background: 

* (  8) Discussion: The primary objective of the project Stage I is to determine the feasibility for 
the conversion of defense facilities to other uses. The Cooperative Agreement (DE-FC34- 
94RF007233), Section 3.3.7, Market Analysis, requires Manufacturing Sciences 
Corporation to submit a cost/benefit analysis that will address the long-term considerations. 

The Department of Energy sponsored an assessment (Ref. 1) of recycle or reuse of 
equipment within Building 865, one of the four buildings with would be used for the 
National Conversion Pilot Project. The assessment concluded that $33M in cost savings may 
be realized. 

(9) Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered adequately addressed by the 
Cooperative Aggreement 

(10) References: (1) “An Assessment and Evaluation for RecyclelReuse of Contaminated 
Process and Metallurgical Equipment at the DOE Rocky FIats Plant Site - Building 865”, 

(2) Cooperative Agreement (DE-FC34-94RF007233) 
DOE/HWP-I39, August, 1993. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2) IssueNumber: 9 (3) DateDue: 

Issue Title: Why not take the facilities and property through the traditional property 
disposal process? 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Bob Reece 

(6) Issue Statement: What are the unique features of this property that necessitates the use of 
Department of Energy (DOE) facilities for prcxessing rather than using the competitive 
excess property systems? 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: 

1. The primary objective of this pilot project is to demonstrate conversion of defense' 
facilities to other uses and not to simply dispose of the property. 

2. Disposal of this property will entail significant cleanup and assurance of human health 
and environmental issues. 

3. Phase II of the project will accomplish the cleanup and health requirements for 
traditional competitive excess property disposal processes. 

4. It is felt that DOE financial assistance is initially required to make this endeavor 
acceptable to a profit based private corporation and, in the long term, provide a 
favorable payback to the DOE. 

(9) Recommendation: This issue be considered as adequately addressed by the Cooperative 
Agreement and the explanation presented above. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement (DE-FC34-94RF00733) - Paragraph 3.2.4, Facility 
Cleanup Plan 

Business Plan Subcommittee Issue 9 June 8,1994 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What are the advantages of a Cooperative Agreement for handling property 
issues? 

(2) IssueNumber: 10 (3) DateDue 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

(5) Subcommittee h u e  Participants: Bob Reece 

(6) Issue Statement: 

(7) 

(8) 

Background: Why did the Department of Energy (DOE) select the Cooperative 
Agreement method of contracting? 

Discussion: Cooperative Agreement is described in 10 CFR 600.3 as the preferred 
instrument used to transfer money or property to a recipient when the principal purpose of 
the transaction is accomplishment of a public purpose of support or stimulation authorized 
by federal stature and substantial involvment is anticipated between DOE and the recipient 
during performance of the activity. In the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) case, 
both the DOE and the contractor are able to share in the technical scope, benefit and the 
cost of the project. The NCPP contractor is unable to support the total initial costs, yet it is 
anticipated that the venture will become sufficiently profitable to support future 
continuation of the activity. This particular Cooperative Agreement utilizes existing idle 
government property in a prototype project for demonstrating the feasibility of converting 
surplus DOE facilities to non-defense uses. The property will continue to be considered as 
government property and will be properly protected and managed. The DOE and the 
community gain substantial benefit from the project. 

Recommendation: This issue be considered as adequately addressed by the explanation 
presented above. 

(9) 

(10) References: 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What are the benefits of proceeding with a lease arrangement? 

(2) IssueNumber: 1 1  (3) DateDue 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

(5) 

(6) 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Bob Reece 

Issue Statement: What factors are considered in determining the facility 
ownershiploccupancy arrangement? 

(7) Background: 

Discussion: The Stage I and I1 efforts are oriented toward achieving the objectives of the 
Department of Energy (DOE) and are appropriately strongly funded by the DOE. Stage 111 
is oriented toward the commercial manufacturing objectives of private corporations. As the 
Cooperative Agreement and pilot project emphasis matures to the commercialization 
aspects, the project is designed to become self supporting and take on a competitive 
philosophy. At that point, the facility should be leased, much as a commercial venture, 
rather than con tinue as a long term, government supported, Cooperative Agreement. 

Rocky Hats is a Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
Acts Superfund site and has significant existing environmental liabilities. It is appropriate 
that the government continue to be responsible for the property until adequate cleanup is 
accomplished to consider disposal of the facility. A lease is the proposed means for 
extending liability exemption to private contractors while providing the economic business 
opportunity to the community. 

Recommendation: This issue be considered as adequately addressed by the explanation 
presented above. 

(9) 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement (DE-FC34-94RF00733) 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2) IssueNumber: 12 (3) DateDue 

Issue Title: Could the Department of Energy (DOE) sell scrap metal to private operators 
to process? 

(4) 

(5) 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

Subcommittee h u e  Participants: Bob Reece 

(6) Issue Statement: Is it necessary to fund and develop an organization dedicated to DOE 
scrap metal? 

(6A) Alternative Issue Statement: Can the DOE/Rocky Flats release radioactive scrap metal or 
contaminated equipment to commercial private operators for processing? 

(7) Background: 

(8) Discussion: Yes. The Department of Energy currently sells non-contaminated scrap 
metals to private operators. DOE cannot release contaminated scrap metals unless the 
private operator has a radiological materials license. 

However, by selling scrap metals to off-site private operators, reuse of Rocky Flats 
building, materials and workers would not occur, and the objective the National Conversion 
Pilot Project (demonstrate the feasibility of converting contaminated Rocky Flats facilities 
to indusmal reuse) would not be accomplished. 

Recommendation: This issue be considered as adequately addressed by the explanation 
presented above. 

* 
(9) 

(lo) References: 

Business Plan Subcommittce Issue 12 June 8.1994 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Who will fund and be responsible for conducting quality and technical 
reviews of all project deliverables? 

Issue Number: 13 (3) DateDue 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Bob Reece 

Issue Statement: Project credibility can be enhanced by quality and technical review of 
project deliverables. 

Background: 

Discussion: Quality and technical reviews of project deliverables will be the responsibility 
of the Department of Energy. Funding for these activities will be within the Rocky Flats 
Field Office budget and will not be considered as part of the project cost. 

Recommendation: This issue be considered as adequately addressed by the explanation 
presented above. 

References: Cooperative Agreement (DE-FC34-94RF00733). 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will ownership and management of precious metals be administered 
under the agreement? 

Issue Number: 14 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: The anangement for releasing government owned scrap metal should be 
described. The Department of Energy (DOE) will have an estimated 1.5 million tons of scrap 
metal available as a result of decommissioning many of its sites over the next 20 years (1). 
Some of these metals have high intrinsic value, such as nickel and beryllium. 

Discussion: The National Conversion Pilot Project anticipates that the DOE will retain 
ownership of its valuable scrap metals and use them to develop the economic potential of its 
sites for recycling. Once a contractor uses these metals to manufacture and sell a product, the 
title to the metal would pass to the contractor who would reimburse the DOE a pre-negotiated 
amount for acquiring the metal. This price for reimbursement would likely be a part of Stage 
III contractor selection. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: (1) Whitfield, R.P., “Radioactive Scrap Metal Recycle, A DOE Assessment”, 
October 199 1. DOT specification 7A in 49CFR 173.403(m). 

.. . 
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ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1 )  Issue TitIe: Who pays the cost? The taxpayers through the Department of Energy (DOE) 
own both the facilities proposed for use (four buildings and equipment) and the material 
contemplated for recycling and employment in manufacture. What are the specific economic 
arrangements for rent and/or transfer of ownership of this material to a private operator and 
then for selling products back to DOE or to other buyers? Who gains? Who pays? Who 
loses? Who will provide an independent costbenefit analysis? 

(2)  Issue Number: 15 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Deveiopment; Tony Tome, EG&G 

(6)  Issue Statement: The taxpayers and local stakeholders should get a fair benefit from the 
use of DOE equipment and scrap metal by private contractors. 

(7)  Background: Stage 111 of the National Conversion Pilot Project, should it be approved, 
will involve use of government owned equipment and material by a private contractor to 
manufacture products for both government and commercial use. 

(8) Discussion: Assuming Stage III is approved, the DOE will select the contractor whose 
proposal offers the best overall potential for economic reuse of the Rocky Flats site. The 
contract will likely involve a leasing arrangement and an agreed upon price for the value of 
scrap metal being recycled. The funds derived from such activity may be returned in part to 
the local community, consistent with legislative directives (1). The price of the recycled 
products will contain the lease and scrap metal costs, so the customer for these products 
ultimately pays these costs. The market will determine the costbenefit analysis. If the 
products are too costly, they will not be competitive. 

(9)  Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: (1) Hall Amendment. 
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ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What if the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) was limited only to use 
of Radioactively-Contaminated Scrap Metal (RSM)? What would the project look like, and 
how would it compare with the proposal to use beryllium (Be) and depleted uranium (DU) 
along with RSM? 

Issue Number: 16 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: The public may prefer that some materials not be processed again at 
Rocky Flats, such as beryllium (Be) and depleted uranium (DU), for health and 
environmental considerations. 

Background: Be and DU has been processed previously in each of the four buildings that 
are the focus of metals recycling at Rocky Flats. Use of these metals in recycling would not 
introduce new hazards. The building systems have recently been upgraded to provide 
appropriate environmental controls for such operations. 

Discussion: Successful commercial recycling at Rocky Flats will ultimately depend on 
markets. One of the strong points of the Manufacturing Sciences Corporation proposal to the 
Department of Energy that led to the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) is that it is 
not dependent on merely one market, such as recycling radioactively-contaminated scrap 
metals, for its success. Each of the three markets, Be, DU and RSM, has the potential to 
sustain a successful recycle business at Rocky Rats. The vagaries of the market place make 
it difficult to predict which market will be most successful and when this will be so. Thus 
having three markets increases the odds of having at least one succeeding at any one time. 
Eliminating DU and Be from the NCPP would severely reduce these odds. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

References: Overview of “The Rockv Flats Recvcle Proiect: A Proposal to Recycle: 
Rocky Flats Workers, Rocky Flats Facilities, and Rocky Flats Metal Waste Products”, by 
Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, May, 1993. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: When Manufacturing Sciences Corporation (MSC) says in its Stakehder’s 
Response booklet what material to be used in its projected recycling/manufacturinuring 
operations will “come mostly from other Department of Energy (DOE) sites” (p. 8 no. Cl), 
what is meant? What non-DOE sources will material come from? What sort of material? 
How much? For -what purpose will this material be used? By whom will it be regulated in 
every step from procurement to transport to use in manufacture to delivery of products? 

Issue Number: 17 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: More information is requested about the source and nature of feed 
material that might be brought to Rocky Flats for recycling under the National Conversion 
Pilot Project (NCPP). 

Background: MSC met with a wide variety of stakeholders during the formulation of the 
NCPP. A s u m m q  of key issues raised and responses provided was prepared. This issue 
relates to one such response. 

Discussion: The Department of Energy has an estimated 1.5 million tons of scrap metal 
that could be made available for recycling as a result of decommissioning activities at its 
nuclear sites in the US. This material is composed mostly of steel and stainless steel, but 
also includes nickel, copper, aluminum, beryllium and depleted uranium. Geographic 
considerations and transportation distances will dictate where this metal is likely to be 
recycled. Most of the recycled metal will come from this source. 

What non-DOE s ources? Examples include chromium, to be alloyed with nickel and iron to 
make stainless steel. Also, aluminum and copper to make beryllium containers. 

How will it be regulated? Radioactive or radioactively-contaminated metals will be regulated 
in accordance with applicable law in every step from procurement to transport to manufacture 
to product delivery. 

Recommendation: 

References: Set: response to Business Plan Subcommittee Issue 18. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1)  Issue Title: What other communities/facilities are involved in or are affected by your 
project (for instance, as sources of material, or as located along transport routes, or 
designated for waste disposal)? What is being done to inform the public in these 
communities and to involve them in assessment of risks they may face? 

(2)  Issue Number: 18 (3) Date Due: 6/15/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Rick Wilson 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Rick Wilson 

(6) Issue Statement: The materials processes proposed by the project will produce little 
waste. It is not now determined that additional processing "feed stock" will be brought to the 
project. We are informed that a wide variety of hazardous materials are from time ;to rime 
transported throaghout the state by means of public conveyance and, in most case:;, without 
prior public notice. In these situations there are already existing applicable regulations. 

(7)  Background: At present, the communities currently impacted by Rocky Flats will continue 
to be impacted by the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP), to a much smaller degree. 
There are no other facilities directly involved in the project, as either a source of material or as 
a waste disposal facility. 

(8)  Discussion: Pursuant to state statutes, the governor is designated as the official having 
ultimate responsibility for dealing with the federal government with respect to activities 
pursuant to the Highway Safety Act of 1966, as amended. 

The Colorado State Patrol, through its Hazardous Materials Office, is the designated agency 
involved in the public safety issues raised by these questions. If the project is required to 
transport contaminated waste out of the site, and means of public conveyance are to be used, 
such transport would comply with all applicable regulations. While Federal and State 
regulations also apply to such transport, the Colorado State Patrol has primary regulatory 
enforcement responsibility. With respect to the transport of "hazardous materials" which 
would require a vehicle placard pursuant to federal law, a permit must be issued pinor to 
transport. 

The Colorado State Patrol, after consultation with local governmental authorities, shall be 
responsible for route designation and authorization. 

Under state statute, "nuclear materials" are also defined. These include highway route 
controlled quantities of radioactive materials, including materials being uansferred to the 
Waste isolation Pilot Project facility in New Mexico or to any other permanent burial facility. 
This definition does not include materials used for research or medicd purposes with some 
exception for materials used to irradiate medical supplies or equipment. 

Of particular note, "nuclear materials" do not include radioactive materials under the direct 
control of Department of Defense @OD) or Department of Energy (DOE) utilized in the 
pursuant of national defense or security. In effect, Colorado has no control over the 
transport of such materials. 
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e- Under state law, to the extent that any materials designated for use in the NCPP are under 
direct DOD or DOE control, such materials are not (for transport purposes) subject to state 
regulation. To the degree to which NCPP materials are "nuclear materials" under state 
statute, the transport of such materials are subject to "safe transport" regulation by the 
Colorado State Patrol. Vehicles carrying such materials are subject to port-of-entry or weigh 
station inspection, as well as other regulation consistant with applicable federal regulations. 
We expect that most NCPP materials will not, for transport purposes, be considered nuclear 
materials. State law also requires pre-transport permitting, from the Public Utilities 
Commission. Additionally, state law in this area pre-ernpts all local regulation. Additionally, 
state statute provides for smct liability in the event of a release during transport. 

To the extent that NCPP materials (non-DOD/DOE materials) are required to be licensed 
under federal law, several steps must be taken prior to transport outside the licensee's site. 
These include advance written notification to the governor of the State of Colorado, or the 
governor's designee. Advance notification is required only when: 

(1) The licensed material is required by this part to be in Type B packaging for transportation; 
(2) The licensed material other than irradiated fuel is being transported to, through or across 
state boundaries to a disposal site or to a collection point for transport to a disposal site; 
(3) The quantity of licensed material in a single package exceeds: 

(i) 5,000 curries of special form radionuclides; 
(ii) 5,000 cunies of uncompressed gases of Argon-41, Krypton-85m. Krypton-87, 
Xenon- 13 1 rn, or Xenon- 135; 
(iii) 50,000 curies of uncompressed gases of Argon-37, or of uncompressed gases of 
Krypton-85 or Xenon 133 or of Hydrogen-3 as a gas, as luminous paint or absorbed on 
solid material; 
(iv) 20 curies of other non-special form radio nucliiies for which A2 is less than or equal 
to four curies; or 
(v) 200 curies of other non special form radionuclides for which A2 is less than or equal 
to four curies; and 

(4) The quantity of irradiated fuel is less than that subject to advance notification requirements 
of 10 CFR part 73. 

Each advance notification of shipment of nuclear waste must contain the following 
informa tion: 
(1) The name, address and telephone number of the shipper, carrier and receiver of the 
nuclear waste shipment; 
(2) A description of the nuclear waste contained in the shipment, as required by the 
regulations of Department of Transportation in 49 CFR 172.202 and 172.203(d); 
(3) The point of origin of the shipment and the seven-day period during which departure of 
the shipment is estimated to occur, 
(4) The seven-day period during which arrival of the shipment at state boundaries is 
estimated to occw, 
(5) The destination of the shipment, and the sevenday period during which arrival of the 
shipment is estimated to occur; and 
(6) A point of contact with telephone number for current shipment information. 

Public notice regarding the production of waste materials and discussion of the proposed 
Stage III activities has been provided through Citizens Advisory Board and the Sounding 
Board and public involvement meetings. Notification to communities along transport routes 
will be provided when and if required in accordance with applicable regulations as enforced 
by the Colorado State Patrol. 
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(9) Recommendations: If Stage III is authorized, the project should continue to engage in 
public outreach and education concerning proposed manufacturing processes, waste 
production and disposal. Transportation in or out of the project site shall be in accordance 
with applicable rules and regulations as promulgated by The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, Colorado State Patrol, Colorado Department of Health, and Colorado 
Department of Transportation. There is no Stage I impact prohibiting Stage II. 

(10) References: 10 CFR 71, 73, 43-401, 43-6-101, CRS, et. seq., 49 CFR 172 
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ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: What is the cost benefit for the Department of Energy (DOE) if the building is 
re-Uti l ized? 

Issue Number: 19 (3) DateDue: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: A. E. Torne 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd, Bob Reece, Lany Wilson 

Issue Statement: What benefit does DOE derive from the National Conversion Pilot 
Project (NCPP)? 

Background: On a purely business basis, a favorable benefit/cost ratio is necessary for an 
enterprise to survive in the open market. Although Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
(MSG) is preparing such an analysis to demonstrate the economic feasibility of proposed 
manufacturing activities, costs and benefits to the Department of Energy and its stakeholders, 
should the project result in private operations, will also include lost opportunities for other 
uses, satisfaction of national policy and other socio-economic considerations. 

Discussion: The first two stages of the IVCPP would cost taxpayers roughly $40 million. 
A lease to private industry, should the project advance to Stage In, would also result in the 
loss of four building to other uses. In exchanges for these, the following benefits would be 
received 

(a) The NCPP would satisfy the requirements of the Lloyd Amendment to the Defense 
Authorization Bill of 1994, which requires the Department of Energy to expeditiously 
conduct one or more pilot projects to demonstrate the feasibility and practicabiliry of 
recycling without contaminating any new material (i.e., using contaminated materials 
for these demonstrations) and without environmentally releasing any hazardous 
materials. These activities are to be carried out with the participation of appropriate 
stakehoiders including regulators (federal, state, and local), private sector companies, 
local communities, and public interest p u p s .  

MSC estimates the value of the facilities and equipment to be involved in the NCPP at 
$70 million. Should the decision be made to conduct manufacturing zctivities, the 
NCPP would attempt to return to public use and benefit these facilities. 

The Cold War veterans face layoffs as a result of the cancellation of the weapons 
production mission at Rocky Flats. Meaningful re-employment is a superior alternative 
to general retraining, severance 3nd unemployment benefits, all at taxpayers' expense. 
EG&G has estimated the cost of workforce restructuring in FY 94 and FY95, involving 
layoffs of 600 EG&G employees, at nearly $3 1 million. The NCPP could provide 
reempioymenr opportunities for up to 500 people, many of whom would be previous 
Rocky Flats workers. 

If the project proceeds and manufacturing actvities occur, and assuming a workforce of 
500, average salaries of $40K, manufacturing actvities could result in an annual payroll 
of $20M. Also, assuming a multiplier effect of 2.2 for manufacturing indusm (U.S. 
Chamber of Comnerce figure) the XKl manufacturing jobs could create an additional 
1,100 jobs in the metropolitan area. 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 
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The NCPP will help DOE determine the path through numerous regulatory 
requirements that must be met to convert contaminated facilities to industrial reuse. The 
NCPP lessons learned will be transferred to the rest of the DOE complex, prevent 
duplication of effort, and facilitate timely conversion of other weapons production 
facilities to peacetime uses. 

The NCPP will help DOE and its regulators understand how facility and equipment can 
be safely, effectively and economically cleaned up in advance of future site 
decontamination and decommissioning. 

Should the project proceed to Stage II, four buildings would be cleaned up above and 
beyond scheduled plant cleanup activities. 

The NCPP is being used by DOE to explore new ways of working with its regulators 
and stakeholders. Inefficiencies in plant environmental programs have occurred in the 
past because of inadequate communication and agreement on program objectives. 
Through the NCPP, new working relationships have been developed and can be 
followed in other activities. 

The NCPP, should it advance to Stage m, will assist DOE in recycling scrap materials 
generated at the site during cleanup by constructing containers for waste storage out of 
scrap that would otherwise be itself buried as waste, thus reducing waste disposal 
costs. Although no detailed estimate for the amount of waste avoidance is yet available, 
the volumes are potentially enormous. 

'-. 

(9) Recommendations: Even though no decision has yet been made to conduct manufacturing 8 
activities, the benefits associated with Stage II activities are worth the $40 million investment, 
and recommends this issue closed for the purposes of advancing to Stage 11. 

Workforce Restructuring Plan, September 13, 1993. 
(10) References: Lloyd Amendment to the Defense Authorization Bill of 1994. Rocky Flats 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Is the recycling process environmentally sound? 

Issue Number: 20 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: One needs to define “environmentally sound” to be able to answer this 
question. This response is based on defining an environmentally sound process as one that 
prevents harm to the work force and surrounding community. A broader definition would 
include the net effect of recycling when compared to using new materials and equipment. 
Economic realities will control this aspect of the project. 

Background: Several recycling processes will be involved in the National Conversion 
Pilot Project (NCPP) at Rocky Flats. One is to recycle equipment formerly used to 
manufacture nuclear weapons components. Another is to recycle Department of Energy 
(DOE) scrap metals, and different processes will be used for different metals. The metals can 
be divided into three “families”: beryllium (Be), depleted uranium (DU) and radioactively- 
contaminated scrap metal (RSM), which is composed mostly of steel and stainless steel, but 
also include nonferrous metals like copper, nickel, aluminum, vanadium, etc. 

Discussion: It is intended that all recycling processes used by the NCPP be 
environmentally sound. The procedures that will be used to recycle both equipment and 
metals will all be designed to provide adequate protection of the work force, the community 
and the environment. This will be assured through regulatory control of recycling activities 
by the Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, the 
Colorado Department of Health, Nuclear Regulatory Commission (via Colorado Department 
of Health) and by oversight provided by the DOE. Recycling of equipment is expected to 
follow one of three paths: 1) cleanup and reuse at Rocky Flats, 2) cleanup and resale for use 
elsewhere or 3) c!eanup and recycling as scrap metal. Recycling of metais will employ metal 
melting and fabrication processes. Melting will be done in a protective atmosphere, such as 
in a vacuum or inert atmosphere, to minimize waste generation. Fabrication operations will 
be ventilated, drawing room air over the workstations and exhausting through a series of 
filters. Monitoring equipment will be positioned to detect and enable prevention of 
contamination. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: None cited. 
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Issue Title: What types of contaminated materials could be imported to Rocky Flats for 
use in private operations? 

Issue Number: 21 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: Public concern has been voiced about Rocky Flats becoming a 
repository for radioactively-contnated materials from other states. 

Background: The Department of Energy (DOE) will be decommissioning major sites 
around the country during the next 20 years. It is estimated that 1.5 million tons of 
radioactively-contaminated scrap metal (RSM) will result from this activity. Most of this 
scrap metal is steel, but it also includes stainless steel, copper, aluminum, nickel, etc. Rocky 
Flats’ portion of this total is quite small. To reap the full economic benefit from the National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP), it will be desirable to import some of these types of 
materials to Rocky Flats. 

Discussion: Although RSM may be imported to Rocky Fiats during the NCPP, it is 
important to note that such importation will be subject to Department of Transportation (DOT) 
controls for transporting radioactive materials and to Colorado Department of Health 
licensing requirements for the amount and type of such materials that a private contractor will 
be allowed to have at Rocky Fiats. Funhermore 
in Colorado from these operations. All waste generated during processing will be treated and 
disposed of in a licensed low level radioactive waste repository. The repository for waste 
from Colorado is currently located in Hanford, Washington. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

Det waste will remain at Rocky Flats or 

References: Whitfield, R.P., “Radioactive Scrap Metal Recycle, A DOE Assessment”, 
October 1991. DOT specification 7A in 49CFR173.403(m). 
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Issue Title: What is your rationale for importing large quantities of toxic or radioactive 
material onto the Rocky Flats site? What other options exist for dealing with his material 
elsewhere? 

Issue Number: 22 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Lany Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Ofice of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: Processing toxic and radioactive materials at Rocky Flats is troublesome 
to some stakeholders. 

Background: The four buildings slated for use by the National Conversion Pilot Project 
(NCPP) have always been used to process the same materials proposed for recycling. One 
of these materials, beryllium, is toxic. Another, depleted uranium, is radioactive. Others 
will have radioactive contamination, albeit low levels. The facilities and equipment are 
already “contaminated” from processing these materials. 

Discussion: It is not feasible that the major equipment items slated for use by the NCPP 
could be decontaminated and used elsewhere, due to their size, massive foundations and 
removaVinstallation costs. A company could not operate competitively with more 
conventional materials using these expensive, environrnentally-controlled facilities. If the 
materials proposed for use at Rocky Flats are not processed here, they will be processed 
elsewhere, quite possibly contaminating new facilities needlessly. Modem, environmentally 
conscious manufacturing methods will be used by the NCPP to be sure the toxic and 
radioactive materials do not harm the work force or the public. For example, extensive 
improvements to the ventillation surrounding the beryllium processing equipment will be 
established. Also, new real-time beyllium monitoring equipment will be installed. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

References: None. 
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Issue Title: Describe the materials coming onto the site in each stage. How much? In 
what form (rebar, sheets, ingots, etc.)? How will it be packaged and transported? Where 
will it come from? What are the routes? What transport permits are required? 

Issue Number: 23 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: Details of the materials slated for import are needed. 

Background: The principal source of scrap metals to be recycled at Rocky Flats will be 
decommissioned Department of Energy @OE) sites. Some of the DOE scrap metal inventory 
already exists at Rocky Flats, but more will be needed to fully develop the economic potential 
of the site. 

Discussion: How much? The precise amounts will not be known until the markets for the 
products that can be made from recycled scrap metal are better defined. However, as an 
example, one product line might be boxes made from recycled sheet steel. If these boxes 
were produced for two shifts per day, five days a week, they would require about one truck 
load of scrap per day. 

In what form ? The most likely form of scrap will be solid metal ingots ready for rolling. 
Other possible forms would be steel that had been decontaminated and cut into pieces that 
would fit within 55 gallon drums. 

How would it be D . ackagea The Department of Transportation (DOT) regulates the type of 
packaging that can be used for such metals as well as the transportation methods. Basically it 
will be packaged and transported in a manner that will nor pose a public health concern even 
in the event of an accident. 

Where will it  co me from 2 Likely sources are Nevada, New Mexico, Idaho and Washington. 
Scrap metal from the Eastern U.S. will likely be processed in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. The 
routes used will be the normal U.S. highway system. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

References: DOT specification 7A in 49 CFR 173.403(m). Further discussion can be 
found in the preliminary Market Analysis Report, a deliverable under contract DE-FC34- 
94RF00733, due June 9, 1994. See also Business Plan Subcommittee Issue 18. 
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Issue Title: Recent reports refer to health problems associated with exposure to depleted 
uranium @U) in Iraq, among both U.S. soldiers and Iraqi citizens. What do these reports 
reveal about the n a m  of this material? How do you just@ bringing such material to Rocky 
Flats in large quantities when the site already has other toxic and radioactive materials in 
abundance. 

Issue Number: 24 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: The use of depleted uranium in the Gulf War, coincident with 
unexplained health after-effects from the war, raised concern that DU might be the cause. 

Background: Depleted uranium has been processed in the manner proposed for the 
National Conversion Pilot Project since the 1950's by thousands of workers. No symptoms 
of the type described after the Gulf War have been noted. 

Discussion: An expert panel of the National Institutes of Health that studied this matter in 
depth concluded that a real and serious illness was experienced by several Desert Storm 
Veterans and that the illness may have been caused by any or all of a combination of stress, 
chemical exposures or parasites( 1). Depleted uranium was not cited as the cause. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

0 
References: ( 1 )  "Desert Storm Illness Red" Rocky Mountain News, April 29, 1994. 
(2) "Hidden Casual ties: Environmental, Health, and Political Consequences of the Persian 
Gulf War," Arms Control Research Center, Center for Peace and Progressive Politics, San 
Francisco, CA. 
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Issue Title: What is the contemplated product? Describe in detail. Is it related to 
Department of Energy W E )  plans for underground disposal of radioactive waste? If so, 
where will the material be buried? What is the rationale for this method of disposing of 
radioactive waste? Does the fact of these hazards render this disposal method at best a 
questionable method? Has an Environemental Impact Statement been conducted to deremine 
the impact and feasibility of this method at the proposed disposal area? Given questions that 
continue to plague this approach to waste management, what is the justification for investing 
large sums of taxpayer money in this project? 

Issue Number: 25 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: This stakeholder seems to question the reasonableness of using 
radioactively-contaminated scrap metal (RSM) to produce containers for radioactive waste. 

Background: One family of products contemplated for recycle under the National 
Conversion Pilot Project is waste containers. The concept is that rather than having 
contaminated steel waste within uncontaminated steel containers, it would be better to make 
the containers themselves from what would otherwise be the waste. Depending on the 
container type, the reduction in waste volume that would result if this approach is used varies 
between 14% to 29%. National decisions regarding waste managment are beyond the scope 
of the National Conversion Pilot Project. 

Discussion: The products that could be made from recycled steel range from low level 
waste containers to vimfied high level waste containers and may even include multi-purpose 
canisters for dry storage of spent nuclear fuel at utility sites until such time as a permanent 
waste repository becomes available (2). The requirements for each type of container varies 
with the contents and the site disposal criteria. The presence of a sIight amount of 
contamination within the containment vessel itself will not demct from the amount of 
contamination waste that can be buried or it will not be used. Similarly the contaminant 
vessel must meet the specified criteria regardless of the use of recycled metal. If recycled 
metal does not meet this criteria, it will not be used. The amount of contamination present is 
so slight that it is not expected to prevent the recycled metal from meeting these criteria. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

References: ( 1) C.M. Edstrom, “Calculations of Waste Volume Reduction by Recycling 
Steel”, Memo to D. R. Floyd, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation., May 16, 1994. 

(2) Universal Containment System Concept Paper, Edison Elecmc Institute. Utility Nuclear 
Waste TraIISDOrtatiOn Promm. December, 1992. 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What are the exact processes proposed for recycling and manufacturing 
operations using beryllium (Be), depleted uranium (DU) and contaminated metals? What 
provision is being made for independent (non-Department of Energy, non-Manufacturing 
Sciences Coruoration, non-Environmental Protection Agency, non-Colorado Department of 
Health) analises of &y risks associated with these processes? 

Issue Number: 26 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: The stakeholder wants to understand the hazards associated with 
manufacturing pmesses planned for beryllium, depleted uranium and radioactively- 
contaminated scrap metals and what will be done to mitigate and analyze the risk associated 
with these processes. 

Background: The very metals proposed for recycling under the National Conversion Pilot 
Project at Rocky Flats were processed there previously, so the necessary environmental 
control infracture is already present. 

Discussion: The metal manufacturing processes that will be used are melting, rolling, 
shearing, blanking, forming, machining, welding, heat treating and inspection. 
Environmental controls specific to each process are in place. Upgrade of some of these 
controls will occur during Stage 11, should the project proceed. The organizations cited in (1) 
above will be involved in assessing whether these upgrades adequately mitigate the risks. 
Participation by other interested organizations are welcome and will be considered in the 
decision whether to proceed to manufacturing activities. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

.: 
(10) References: 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Precisely what products are proposed for manufacture as part of th National 
Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP)? What provision is being made for independent (non- 
Department of  Energy, non-Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, non-Environmental 
Protection Agency, non-Colorado Department of Health) analysis of any risks associated 
with these products? 

Issue Number: 27 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Lany Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: The stakeholder appears to be concerned that the products to be 
manufactured as part of the NCPP may pose risks. 

Background: The proposal that lead to the establishment of the NCPP identified typical 
products that could be made from three families of materials, as follows (1): 

Bervllium; Aerospace applications: gyroscopes, space hardware, light weight framework in 
aircraft. Computer/electronic applications. Windows for x-ray equipment. 

Depleted Ura niurq: Shields for radiation for industrial and commercial radiography are to 
absorb radiation from high level radioactive waste. 

content would present no problems, such as containers for radioactive waste. 

Discussion: It is not possible to define precisely what products will be manufactured under 
the NCPP at this time. This will be determined by market conditions at the time recycling is 
to commence. The customers for these products will ultimately be responsible for the risks 
associated with their use. They will perform any risk assessments they deem necessary. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered adequately addressed. 

References: (1) Ovexview of “The Rockv El;ats Recvcle Pro &.t: A Proposal to 
Recycle: Rocky Flats Workers, Rocky Flats Facilities, and Rocky Flats Metal Waste 
Products”, by Manufacturing Sciences Corporation, May, 1993. 

Alcn. c;ee reswnse to Business Plan Subcommittee #3 for additional detail. 

Padioacti vlv-Contammated . S ~ D  Me&: Restricted-reuse applications where its radiation 
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BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Will the private contractor be offered indemnification and if so, how? Has it 
already occurred? 

Issue Number: 28 (3) Date Due: 5/14/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd (MSC), Bob Reece (RFFO), Tony Tome 
(EG&G) 

Issue Statement: Providing the private contractor with a status that would ensure 
reimbursement for losses and damages that result from fault or negligence could raise fears 
that the contractor would not exercise sufficient constraint and control during the course of 
the National Conversion Pilot Project to prevent such losses and damages. 

Background: Rocky Flats stakeholders should be provided assurance that private 
contractors are held accountable for losses or damage that result from fault or negligence 
during the course of conducting contractual activities. 

Discussion: The private contractor will not be provided with indemnification for losses, 
injuries or damages (including environmental) that result from negligence or fault. The 
Cooperative Agreement between the Department of Energy and the contractor requires that 
the contractor comply with all applicable regulatory requirements, including those that 
pertain to environment, safety and health. For example, Anicle 32 of the cooperative 
Agreement provides a listing of legislative acts that must be complied with by the 
contractor. To the extent specified in each legislative act, contractor would be considered 
liable for any losses, injuries or damages (including environmental) that result from 
negligence or fault. 

The contractor should be provided indemnification against conditions that existed prior to 
the contractor's involvement at Rocky Flats. 

0 

Recommendation: Since there are no plans to provide indemnification to the contractor for 
any matters arising from its own negligence, this issue should be considered resolved. 

(10) References: Cooperative Agreement No. DE-FC34-94F00733 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How will the find contractor be selected through the competitve process? Will 
it be awarded to the lowest bid or best qualified company? 

Issue Number: 29 (3) Date Due: May 14, 1994 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd (MSC), Bob Reece (RFFO), Tony Tome 
(EG&G) 

Issue Statement: Selecting the final contractor based solely on cost would not assure that 
the contract is awarded to the most qualified company. The nature of the materials and 
processes to be utilized during Stage 111 requires that technical competency be a primary 
consideration during the selection process. 

Background: In the selection process for government contractors, the project cost is only 
one of many factors evaluated to determine the most suitable contractor for a particular 
contract. 

Discussion: In addition to cost, the selection of the National Conversion Pilot Project 
(NCPP) contractor will also focus on other factors, including technical competency, 
financial standing, historical performance, community relations, success in achieving 
affirmative action goals, etc. Since the selection of the contractor for the NCPP is also of 
significant interest to local communities and various stakeholder organizations, public input 
will be involved in establishing the selection criteria. 

Recommendation(s): Since the Department of Energy process for evaluating bid 
proposals is very comprehensive and includes all relevant factors, this issue should be 
considered resolved. 

(10) References: 
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BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: How long will the private manufacuring continue beyond the pilot project? For 
how may years will the importation of material occur? 

Issue Number: 30 (3) Date Due: 5/14/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd (MSC), Bob Reece (RFFO), Tony Tome 
(EG&G) 
Issue Statement: The long range plans regarding the anticipated duration of private 
manufacturing and importation of materials are of concern to stakeholder organizations. 

Background: The Cooperative Agreement describes a funding schedule that indicates 
Stages I and I1 of the pilot project will continue through Fy96. 

Discussion: The Department of Energy (DOE) Secretarial Action Memorandum that 
provided authorization to proceed with the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) 
required an affirmative decision before proceeding with Stage 11, Cleanup, and Stage ID, 
Recycling( 1). Public discussion has since revealed stakeholder interest in subdividing the 
recycling activity into that which can be done using materials presently at Rocky Flats and 
that which would require importation of material. The activity involving importation of 
material would be considered “Stage IV.” If importation of  material occurs, and it involves 
material from decommissioning of other DOE sites, this stage could last 25 to 30 years(2), 
subject to pending decision regarding future land use and lease limitations. The timing 
would be dictated by overall Rocky Flats site closure plans. The NCPP buildings would be 
among the last to close. 

e 
Recomrnenda tion: This issue should be considered resolved. 

(10) References: (1) Hazel R. OLeary S-1 memorandum dated 12/15/93. 
(2) Duda, John “U.S. Doe Weapons Complex Scrap Metal Inventory 
Morgantown Energy Technology Center, July 1993” (Draft). 
(3) Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue Response Sheet No. 12. 

Business Plan Subcommittee Issue 30 June 8.1994 
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BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) 

(2) IssueNumber: 31 (3) Date Due: 5/14/94 

Issue Title: Will the contracts between a private operator and the Department of Energy be 
open for public review before they are entered into? 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

(5) 

(6) 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd (MSC), Bob Reece (RFFO), Tony Tome 
(EG&G), John Moms (RFTO) 

Issue Statement: The contractor selected and the terms and conditions of a contract 
involving the use of Rocky Flats production facilities are of interest to stakeholder 
organizations. 

(7) Background: None. 

(8) Discussion: The Cooperative Agreement for Stage I aid Stage II outlines the terms and 
conditions for the use of Rocky Flats for the National Conversion Pilot Project. The public 
can be involved in establishing selection criteria, but not in the actual contractor selection 
process or in negotiation of lease conditions. 

Recommendation: Since the Department of Energy contractor selection process includes 
complete public disclosure, this issue should be considered resolved. 

(9) 

(10) References: 

e 
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BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Who will hold the title for the buildings and the equipment throughout the pilot 
project and thereafter? 

h u e  Number: 32 (3) Date Due: 5/14/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis FIoyd (MSC), Bob Reece (RFFO), Tony Tome 
(EG&G), John Moms (RFFO) 

Issue Statement: Stakeholder organizations may be concerned that the Department of Energy 
(DOE) may not uphold its responsibility for cleanup and decontamination if  ownership of 
these facilities are transferred to a private entity. 

Background: None 

Discussion: The DOE will retain ownership of all buildings and equipment for the duration 
of the conversion project, except for equipment purchased by the private contractor. DOE 
will also retain responsibility for future environmental restoration activities required under 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act. 

Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered resolved. 

(10) References: 

Business Plan Subcommittee Issue 32 June 8,1994 



NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: When will Stage III end? 

Issue Number: 33 (3) Date Due: 5/14/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd (MSC), Bob Reece (RFFO), Tony Tome 
(EG&G), John Moms (RFFO) 

Issue Statement: Duration of the Stage III phase is of interest to various stakehoider 
organizations. These organizations include those that perceive the National Conversion 
Pilot Project (NCPP) as a continued health, safety and environmental risk and those that 
believe that the NCPP offers an opportunity to convert an obsolete defense facility into a 
successful commercial effort. 

Background: The Cooperative Agreement describes a funding schedule that indicates 
Stages I and I1 of the pilot project will continue through Fiscal Year 1996. 

Discussion: If a decision is reached to proceed with Stage 111, Metal Recycling, the 
duration of this phase would be dependent upon the quantity of material available for 
recycling, industry interest and future land use planning decisions. See Public Outreach 
Subcommittee Issue Response No. 12. 

Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered resolved. 

(7) 

(9) 

(10) References: 

- 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Will contaminated materials be imported in Stage III? How much? Will 
depleted uranium be imported? 

Issue Number: 34 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: Import of contaminated materials or depleted uranium @U), which is a 
radioactive material, may not be favored by some stakeholders. 

Background: Rocky Flats has processed contaminated materials, including DU, since its 
inception in the 1950’s. The facilities that will be used by the National Conversion Pilot 
Project (NCPP) to process these materials are already contaminated. Although some 
contaminated scrap metal and DU already exists at Rocky Flats, more will be needed i f  the 
NCPP is to achieve its fuII economic potential. 

Discussion: The NCPP facilities at Rocky Flats will be cleaned up, but not to a 
“greenfield” condition suitable for any type of manufacturing. The contractor will be 
required, through a radiological materials license that must be issued by the Colorado 
Department of Health before radiological recycle operations can commence, to maintain a 
high state of cleanliness and contamination control. Importation of additional material 
beyond that already at Rocky Flats will not alter the need for nor the exercise of these 
controls. 

* 
As a result of public discussions, the possibility of restricting Stage III activities to scrap 
metals already on site at Rocky Flats during Stage I1 is being examined. The decision in this 
regard will be made or as part of the Stage I11 decision process. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

References: See responses to Business Plan Subcommittee Issues 4, 16, 17.21-23 and 
Public Outreach Subcommittee Issue No. 12 for further discussion of these matters. 

k 
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ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Will there be a Stage IV for public review and discussion prior to the 
importation of any ccntaminated material for use in private manufacturing? 

Issue Number: 35 (3) Date Due: 5/14/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd (MSC), Bob Reece (RFFO), Tony Tome 
(EG&G) 

Issue Statement: The public is interested in any future private manufacturing activities that 
would include importation of contaminated materials. The type of Contaminated materials 
used, the processes utilized, and the procedures used to control these materials are examples 
of the topics that are of concern to the general public. 

Background: The Cooperative Agreement provides funding for activities through Stages I 
and XI, the planning and cleanup stages. Stage 111, Recycling, would proceed only after 
complete review of the results of Stages I and I1 and if determined as being appropriate by 
the Department of Energy and stakeholder organizations. The contractor for Stage III 
would be selected through open and full competition. 

Discussion: Public discussion of the National Conversion Pilot Project has indicated an 
interest in defining a Stage IV that would cover importation of contaminated material. The 
feasibility of providing an additional decision point to authorize a Stage IV will be 
examined in detail during Stage 11, should that stage be authorized, and a determination will 
be made prior to commencing with Stage III. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered resolved. 

(10) References: 
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BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Can the equipment be moved offsite for use? 

Issue Number: 36 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Deveiopment; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: If the equipment could be moved elsewhere, recycling at Rocky Flats 
would not be necessary. 

Background: The key pieces of equipment that make recycling at Rocky Flats desirable are 
the two large rolling mills, the four Iarge forming presses, the large extrusion press, the eight 
vacuum melting furnaces and the vacuum arc melting furnaces. 

Discussion: These items require such massive foundations and elaborate installations that 
it is not likely to be cost effective to move them elsewhere, even if they weren’t 
contaminated. The fact that all but the arc furnace are highly contaminated makes the 
prospect of moving them nil. If they are not used in a manner such as proposed for the 
National Conversion Pilot Project they will most likely be cut up and buried. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: None 

i 
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NATIONAL CONVERSION PILOT PROJECT 
BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

Issue Title: Can the material be decontaminated elsewhere? 

Issue Number: 37 (3) Due Date: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Dennis Floyd 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Larry Wilson, Bob Reece, DOE; Rick Wilson, 
Colorado Office of Business Development; Tony Tome, EG&G 

Issue Statement: The stakeholder may believe that decontamination elsewhere will reduce 
the risk associated with recycling of radioactively-contaminated scrap metal at Rocky Flats. 

Background: The amount of radioactivity present on or in scrap metal can be reduced by 
various mechanical, chemical or metallurgical treatment. Loose surface contamination on 
scrap metal could be a problem during transport in the event of an accident. 

Discussion: In general, it is preferable if decontamination takes place at the site of the 
scrap metal. However, if the scrap metal is slated to be discarded as waste, it is unlikely that 
the expense of decontamination would be warranted. In such cases, the waste would be 
packaged and transported to a waste repository in containers that meet Department of 
Transportation specifications. It is possible that such material could also be shipped in this 
condition to recycling centers if appropriate controls exist for decontamination. 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

(10) References: 

1 Business Plan Subcornmiwe Issue 37 June 8, 1994 
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BUSINESS PLAN SUBCOMMITTEE 

ISSUE RESPONSE S H E E T  

Issue Title: Is there enough material on site to sustain the private operator for a five-year 
period beyond the end of Stage III? 

Issue Number: 38 (3) Date Due: 5/17/94 

Subcommitte Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Subcommitte Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd, Bob Reece, Larry Wilson 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: 

Discussion: The question of whether recycling can be sustained for five years beyond 
Stage III is a matter of answering the questions of how much material will be available and 
when will it be available? 

The question of how much material is currently available was discussed in Issue 5. The end 
of Stage HI is anticipated to be in the year 2000. Currently, the long term schedule for 
Rocky Flats shows decommissioning and decontamination @&D) of major facilities to begin 
in that year. These facilities will generate large volumes of materials that could be used as 
feedstock for the National Conversion Pilot Project. However, Rocky Flats, compared to 
other Department of Energy facilities, is rather small. Some of the facilities at Oak Ridge 
have a total floor space in the millions of square feet. No facility at Rocky Flats has a 
comparable floor space. The answer to the question is that it is unlikely that recycling 
operations can be sustained for the long term with material generated form Rocky Flats alone. 
To sustain operations it will be necessary to import materials from outside Rocky Flats. 

Recommendations: The issues associated with the importation of materials from outside 
Rocky Flats must be identified and addressed during Stage II. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
XXX Yes -No 

(10) References: None. 
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Issue Title: When will we know how much feedstock is available on site for private 
recycling operation? 

Issue Number: 39 (3) Date Due: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: 

Discussion: The total amount of feedstock, and when it will be available, is dependent 
upon a number of factors. These include the planned use of existing Rocky Flats facilities; 
the Commencement of major decommissioning and decontamination @&D) activities; the 
amount of feedstock required to support the National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP); etc. 
Currently, Rocky Flats has accurate inventories of the amounts of depleted uranium and 
beryllium that are stored at the site. There are sufficient quantities to sustain recycling 
operations of these materials for an extended period of time. 

The question posed is how long could recycling operations be sustained if the required 
feedstock is Radioactive Contaminated Material (RCM). This question is harder to answer. 
The major sources of RCM are the low level materials currently stored on site awaiting 
transfer to a disposal site. This material can be identified through Item Description Codes 
and the amount quantified. Another source is material generated from the cleanout of the 
NCPP facilities. The third source is D&D acrivities at Rocky Flats. The latter will not 
generate large volumes of material until the year 2000. The primary source of feedstock will 
be the former two sources, along with the material generated by smailer scale D&D and 
cleanup projects at Rocky Flats. 

The inventory of excess equipment in the NCPP facilities and the quantities of stored material 
that can be used as feedstock should be known by midJune. 

Recommendations: Provide a preliminary estimate of the quantity of material available as 
feedstock by midJune. This should include stored material as well as inventory of surplus 
equipment in the NCPP facilities. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
X X X Y e s  - No 

References: None. 
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ISSUE RESPONSE SHEET 

h u e  Title: Will feed stock information be made available to the public during Stage I? 

Issue Number: 40 (3) Date Due: 5/17/94 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: A. E. Tome 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd, Bob Reece, Larry Wilson 

Issue Statement: See issue title. 

Background: 

Discussion: Refer to the discussion in Issue 39. Yes, feedstock information will be made 
available to the public in Stage I through an inventory of equipment in the National 
Conversion Pilot Project facilities that may be used as feedstock and an inventory of potential 
feedstock currently stored at Rocky Flats. 

Recommendations: The inventory of potential feedstock to Stage III operations be made 
available in Stage I. 

Adoption of this recommendation allows the project to proceed into the next stage. 
X X X Y e s  - No 

(10) References: Refer to Business Pian Subcommittee Issue No. 39. 
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(1) Issue Title: What is B"s (BNFL) credibility to do such a job? 

(2) Issue Number: 41 (3) Date Due: 5/14/94 

(4) Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece (DOE) 

(5) 

(6) 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd (MSC) 

Issue Statement: The stakeholder would like assurance that the companies working on the 
National Conversion Pilot Project (NCPP) are qualified to do the job. 

(7) Background: The NCPP Stage I and 11 contractor, Manufacturing Sciences Corporation 
(MSC), has selected BNFL Inc., a U.S. subsidiary of British Nuclear Fuels (BNFL), to 
serve as a principal subcontractor for the project. 

Discussion: BNFL's credibility to assist MSC with cleanup of the four NCPP buildings at 
Rocky Flats is substantial. With 15,000 employees, BNFL is one of the largest nuclear 
companies in  the world. They have actually decommissioned a major gasecus diffusion 
plant, something the U.S. has yet to accomplish. This experience is directly applicable to 
the NCPP and will be made available through their U.S. subsidiary. BNFL has spent more 
than one billion pounds sterling upgrading rheir waste treatment capabilities( 1). Since 
1975, these expenditures have resulted in a decline in their radioactive discharges by a 
factor of lOOO(2). 

Recommendation(s): This issue should be considered closed. 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) References: (1) BNFL Company Profile, 1993, pg. 18. 
(2) J. S. Bernard and D. F. Allan, "Reducing Liquid Discharges at 
Sellafield," British ReDrocessing, Nuclear Engineering International, 
October 1 990. 
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(I) '.&sue Title: Who will be liable for illnesses as a result of private operations? 
I" 

(2) IssueNumber: 42 (3) Date Due: 5/14/94 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 
. 

Subcommittee Issue Lead: Bob Reece . 

Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Floyd (MSC), Bob Reece (RFFO), Tony Tome 

Issue Statement: Liability for illnesses that might result from operations at Rocky Flats by a 
private operator is considered to be a key issue by some stakeholder organizations. 

( E G m  

(7) Background: 

e contractor would be liable for any adverse health affects that result from 
gence during the perfoman activities at Rocky Flats. (See response to 

I 

(9) Recommendation: This issue should be considered'resolved. 
d <  >~ 

$10) References: i r  
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EWE RESPONSE SHEET 

(1) Issue Title: What are Mansnfactufi$ScSences Corporation's (MSC) m d  Bnitish Nuclear 
Fuels' (BNFL) qualifications for doing what they propose for the National Conversion Pilot 
Project (NCPP)? 5 

(2) IssueNumber: 43 (3) Date Due: 5/14/94 

(4) Subcommittee h u e  Lead: Bob deecc @OW) 

(5) Subcommittee Issue Participants: Dennis Fioyd (MSC) 

(6) Issue Statement: The stakeholder would like assurance that the 
NCPP are qualified to do the job. 

(7) Background: See response to Business Plan Subcommittte Issue #41 
qualifications. Manufacturing Sciences Corporation has been recycling Depmrhent of 
Energy scrap metals in a fuily-licensed facility in Oak Ridge, Tenfiessee since 1985. That 
facility was patterned after the operations in the four NCPP buildings. It was built from a 
greenfield using modem environmental standards. 

Discussion: The operational experience of MSC in recycling the same scrap metals 
proposed for the NCPP into needed products is an important qualification. MSC 
closer touch with the markets that will utilize these products, and this will be the key to 
successful economic conversion. MSCs environmental record is smng. For example, 
during its peak year of processing more than a million pounds of depleted uranium (DU), 
the total release of DU from MSCs Oak Ridge airstacks was less that 10 grams( 1). This 
compares with several tons of DU released from similar government plants. This record 
was made possible by the company's commitment to environmental control, in this case, 
the use of 4-stage high efficiency filtration media 

Recommendation: This issue should be considered closed. 

(8) 

0 

(9) 

(10) References: ( I )  CaIcuIations performed by A. L. Liby, MSC, based upon continuous stack 
monitoring data. 


